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PREF AOE. 


ALTHOUGH this volume does not claim the charac- 
tcr of a complete treatise, yet the Essays wI1Ïch com- 
pose it form a connected whole aud deal 'with the most 
important aspects of the general theme under which 
they are placed. That theme is the origin of the 
religion of Christ-whether it be "frolll hcmTen or of 
men." rfhe validity of the distinction between the 

 atural and the Supernatural is assunlCd, and some- 
t.hillg is done in yarious parts of the work-for e
anl- 
pIe, in tbe Essay on l\Iiracles-to elucidate this dis- 
tinction. The fact of the constant presence and 
agency of God in Nature is hcld to he perfectly con- 
sistent with the proposition that the world is a reality 
di
tinct frmn lIim. 
fl'his being his theme, the author has deliberately 
abstained, as far as was practicable, frmll discussing 
the Rpccial questions invoh.ed in the subject of Inspira- 
tioll, such as the alleged discrepancies between the 
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vanous Gospel narratives. rrhe question here con- 
sidered is not that of Inspiration, but of Reyelation. 
A great advantage is secured by keeping these two 
topics apart, and I have given heed to the canon of 
IJal ey that "substantial truth is that which, in every 
historical inquiry, ought to be the first thing sought 
after and ascertained." 
The portion of this work which has lately appeared 
in the form of Articles in rrheological lleviews, has been 
1l1uch revised and, it is hoped, rendered more worthy 
to be submitted to the public. Especially is this true 
of the Essay on the GeJluineness of the Fourth Go.f<JJcl, 
which has undergone not only a careful revision, but nl- 
so a lnaterial amplification, since its first publication in 
the IJibliotlteca Sacra. And in this place I gladly ex- 
press my acknowledgulents to an accurate scholar, 
Ir. 
Ezra Abbott, of I-Iarnlrd College Library, for a llUlll- 
her of important suggestion
.;, as well as corrections, 
,vhidl he has kindly COllll11Unicated to me, and of 
which I haye avniled nl)'sclf in the present edition of 
that Essay. 
In the preparatioll of these dissertati::.ns, the author 
hns chiefly Hlade use of Gcrman writers, because in 
Germany these subjects have been canvasscd of late 
with Inore earnestness and a greater outlay of learning 
th:\11 cIsewhere. Germany has been the theatre not 
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only of the 11108t formidable assault upon the claims 
of Revelation, hut also of the most effectual vindica- 
tion of those claims. But I have diligently resorted 
to the original authorities, and have withheld my 
sanction fron1 stateluents which did not appear to be 
sustained by their testimony. 
\.lthough many of the 
special topics which are handled in the following pages, 
have only recently been brought forward, I have still 
found frequent occasion to consult Professor X orton's 
GeJlltÏJleJlC88 oj the G08pels, a work which combines 
thorough learning with signal impartiality. I lllay 
be permitted to add that no attempt has be
n nlade to 
provide the reader with a bibliography upon the topics 
embraced in the present ,york. It would lmye been 
easy to lIlultiply references to books, but it has heen 
thought hest to mention only such as aTe nlOst impor- 
tant to the student. 
rrhe leading feature of the present volume is the 
consideration given to the SystClll of t1lC 'l\i.1ingen 
school of historical critics, and especially to the tenets 
of the late Dr. Bmu, incomparally the ablest, as he 
is the 11lOst conspicuous, representative of this sehoo1. 

\lthongh the TÜbingen criticism is to he considered 
the ripe form of the one type of Unbelief peculiar to 
our age, ns Deism was characteristic of the last century, 
and althoagh this lllo\"elllellt, from the learning and in- 
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genuity of its prOlTIoters, is more entitled to notice than 
any other leading forIll of skepticism which has ever ap- 
peared in the Church, I anI not aware t.hat 
my full ex- 
alllinntion of it has been attempted before in English, 
unless the work of 1\11'. l\lackay, a zealous partisan of 
the school, is to be counted an exception.! It will be 
obseryed that comparatively little space is devoted to 
the book of 
I. Renan. This is clue partly to the fact 
that nluch that 111ight properly be said respecting his 
work, 
 anticipated in the previous Essays, and partly 
to the conviction that its claim to scientific attention is 
small, c0111pared with that presented in the productions 
of Bmu and Strauss. rrhe smne remark is applicable to 
the Essay on the opiuions of Theodore Parker. 
ffhese Essays are n1ainly deyotecl to the vindication 
of the genuineness and creùibility of the N cw Testa- 
nlent X arratiyes. But in the final Essay, I haye ex- 
mnined the Pantheistic groundwork on which 1110st of 
the fabrics of skeptical criticisn1 are reared. If- Pan- 
theism is here met hy other arguments than those fur- 
nished in the IIamiltollian "philosophy of Lcscience," 
it is because this philosophy did not appear to IJe 
requisite, and for the stiU "Cetter reason that I am not 
persuaded of its truth. It would seelll that the 


1 The Tübingcn Scltvol and its Antecclc!nts, by R. W. :Mackay. 
London, 18û3. 
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human mind can Ænow in a proper sense of the term- 
though it be inadequately-the Being above it, whom 
it yet resembles in spiritual constitution; that it can 
exclude its own limitations without therehy turning 
Its knowledge of the object into a lucre negation. But 
wlwtever may be the reader's opinion upon this ques- 
tion, tIle considerations which are here advanced in 
refutation of Pantheism remain valid, and are suffi 
cient, it is believed, for their enJ. 
On one point it may be well to guard against mis- 
construction. From the prominence gi,ren to the 
snhject of miracles, it 111ight he supposed by a cursory 
reader, that these are considcred the leading proof of 
Rcyclation. That thc fact is quitt"' otherwise, a more 
attentivc perusal of this yolmne would immc<liateJy 
show. On the contrary, it is claimed that faith in the 
primal veritics of religion has an indepcnùent root 
of its own. Such is the ancient and accepted teaching 
of Christian theology; the view not 011 ly of the Reform- 
ers, hut also of all the mediaC\'al writers, including 
e,.cn thc frcc-thinking Ahélarù. In keeping with this 
doctrine rcspecting the origin of faith in r.eneral, i1 is 
further hcld that thc principal, most convincing source 
of faith in the divinc origin of Christianity i
 thc im- 
pressIOn directly made on the spirit hy the teaching', 
the life, nnd the death of its fOllnder, and hy the 
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adaptedness of the Christian system to the practical 
necessities of the soul. But while all this is true, the 
investigation of the historical origin of Christianity is 
by no nlCans superfluous. It must be remembere(l 
that the number of minds whose imn1ediate discern- 
11lent of the excellence of the Gospel delivers them 
from all doubt, and enables thcm to dispense with 
other proof of its divine origin, is comparatively smaU. 
rrhe greater numbcr of the clùti,-ated class need to bc 
fortified by evidence of a different nature; they need 
at least that obstacles should be removed out of the 
way, and that the historical conscience, if the phrase 
lllay be allowed, should be freed from uncomfortable 
llnsglVmgs. And it surely behooves the preacher of 
Christianity to address himself to the consideration of 
liying questions, and not be content with answering 
objections which are no longer rife in the minds of 
thinking men. rfhe older Apologies, like the ordnance 
of a former day, contain Inost valuable 111atcrials, but 
they are no longer sl'rviceable until they are refitted 
in accordancc with an altered state of things. 
Yet the disappearance of one after another of the 
previous types of unbelief, while the Christian faith 
still remains a living power, may teach a lcsson of 
modesty. It is too much the habit. of a class of 'n'itC'rs 
to speak of Christianity as an antiquated systcm, and 
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of f:1Ïth in Revelation as something left behind by 
H the spirit of the nge," " lllodern thought," "the con- 
sciousness of the nineteenth century." There is a 
cant on the side of unbelief, as well as among somc of 
its opponents. It is well to bear in min.d that these 
boastful phrases, or others analogous, were in vogue in 
thc last century among those whom the later infidelity 
of the present day is forward to charge with shallow- 


ness. 
'Vhile these sheets are passing through the press, 
the information reaches lne of the sudden death of 111Y 
revered friend and former instructor, President "\Vay- 
land. It affords ll1e gratification, which I shall, per- 
haps, be pardoned for expressing, that he lived to read 
nlOst of these Essays, and yolunteered to convey to 
me in warm terms the too generous appreciation with 
which he regarded them. If any of these grave topics 
arc found to be superficially handled, or if, in any rc- 

pect, there is a want of fairness in the treatment of 
adversaries, these faults lllust be set down to a depar
 
ture frOl11 his example and from the enlightened spirit 
of his teachings. 


KEW IlAVEx, Octobcr 7, 186G. 
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THE NATURE OF TIlE COXFLICT OF CIIRISTI..:\N FAITH 
\fITII SKEPTICIS
I AND U
nELIEF. 


1YE purpose, in several Essays, to examine the 
foundations of the Christian faith, with particular 
reference to some of the leading theories of unbelief 
which are in vogue at the present day. It will aid 
us in performing the ,york we have taken in hand, if, 
at the outset, we present a statement of what we 
conceive to 1e the real question or questions, with 
which the controversy of Revealed Religion with 
Skepticism, in our day, is chiefly concerned. This 
discrimination seems important on account of the 
nlllltiplicity of controverted points relating to the 
subject, which are brought into popular discussion. 
Physical science, historical study, luetaphysical specu- 
lation, has each its own inquiries to raise and doubts 
to suggest, and the effect of the simultaneous agita- 
tion of so luany different topics" nOlle of thenl Ull- 
important to a Christian believer, is, douhtlcss, to 
breed confusion. ,,y e shall do a service, therefore, 
as we hope, to some of our reaùers, if we stop amid 
the "confused noise" of the battle, survey the field 
where so many arc running to and fro, and direct at- 
I 
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tention to the really essential points which are threat. 
ened, though not, as we trust, imperiled by the assault. 
'Ye shall not delay long for the plu'pose of char- 
acterizing the preyailing tOlle of the existing sk('p- 
ticisll1 and unbelief, as contrasted with similar phe- 
nornena at other periods in the past. Yet not to 
lcave this interesting topic altogether untouched, we 
extract a passage fr01n a late volume of Bmnpton 
Lectures, in which the peculiarity of the present de- 
vplopment of skepticism is correctly described. "rrhe 
unbelief of the present day," writes the author, "dif- 
fers from that of the last century in tone and char- 
acter; and in III any respects shares the traits already 
noticed in the modern intellectualislll of Germany, and 
the eclecticism of France. It is not disgraced by rib- 
aldry; hardly at all by political agitation against the 
religion which it disbelieves: it is marked by a show 
of fairn
ss, and professes a wish not to ignore facts 
nor to leave thenl unexplained. Conceding the exist- 
ence of spiritual and religious clements in human 
nature, it admits that their subjective existence as 
facts of consciousness, no less than their ohjecti\'e 
expression in the history of religion, demand explana- 
tion, and cannot be hastily set aside, as was thought 
in the last century in _France, by thc vulgar theory 
that the one is factitious, and the other the result of 
priestly contrivance. The writers are Dlcn whose 
characters and lives forbid the idea that their ullùelicf 
is intended as an excuse for liccntiousness. Denying 
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revealed religion, they cling the 1110re tenaeiously to 
the Inoral instincts: their tone is one of earnestness: 
their inquiries are Inarked by a profound conviction 
of the possibility of finding truth: not content with 
destroying, their ainl is to reconstruct. Their opin- 
ions are variously lnanifested. Some of them appear 
in treatises of philosophy: others in::;inuate themsrlves 
indirectly in literature: sonle of them relate to Chris- 
tian doctrines; others to the criticism of Christian 
doculncnts: but in all cases their authors either leave 
a residuunl which they profess will satisfy the long- 
ings of human nature, or confess with deep pain that 
their conclusions are in direct conflict with human 
aspirations; and, instead of reveling in the ruin which 
they have made, deplore with a tone of sadness the 
impossibility of solving the great enigma. It is clear 
that writers like these offer a wholly different appear- 
ance from those of the last century. rfhe deeper ap- 
preciation lnanifested by them of the systems which 
they disbelieve, and the Illore delicate learning of 
which they are ahle to avail themselves, constitute fea- 
tures fOl1.nerly lacking in the works of even the lnost 
serious-minded dcists/ aud require a difference in HIe 
spirit, if not the Inode, in which Christians mllst seek 
to refute them." 2 A general description like the 
foregoing is, of course, liahle to lunch exception and 
qualification when it is apI>lied to particular individ- 


] Such as ITcrbert and Morgan. 
2 F
rr:lr's Bampton I ecturcs, Am. Ed.) p. 307. 
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uals. Yet the drift of it will be recognized as correct 
by those who regard with a penetrative eye the skep- 
tical literature of the day. In contrast with the past, 
unbelief is oftener now an infection than a willful 
attack. There are lllOl'e at present who can be truly 
said to be oj/licted with doubt. In the refinement and 
learning exhibited by the antagonists of Reyelation, 
a decided superiority belongs to the present. Just 
place Paine's Age qf Reason by the side of Renan's 
newly published Life oj Christ! The difference of 
the old infidelity fronl the new, is instantly felt 
by the dullest observer. The spirit of the one is 
coarse and bitterly hostile to Christianity; the depend- 
ence is 1110re on railing than reasoning; and the 
warfare is waged without the aid of historical knowl- 
edge. The Deistical writers were, to be sure, fre- 
quently above Paine in the character of the weapons 
t.hey employed, and in the temper with which they 
wielded thCln; and yet the name of Paine fairly sug- 
gests the general character of the moveluent, at least 
in its later stages. rrhe work of Renan is the produc- 
tion of a scholar possessed of abundant philological 
and historical learning; it is dedicated to a departed 
sister who aided in its composition; it abounds in 
eÀpressions of sentiment; it knows how to value 
nlllCh that is sacred to the Christian belim"er; it is 
founded upon laborious studies and upon travels in 
the land of the Bible. Skepticism has without doubt 
improved immensely in its general tone. And yet the 
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sketch which we have quoted above, in order to be 
full, would require to be qualified by a distinct men- 
tion of tbe fact that there is witnessed on the side of 
skeptical writers even of the more refined school, in 
our own times, the occasional development of an ani- 
Illosity toward the Christian faith, that ill accords 
with their habitual tone, and seems to iInply that after 
all there lies deep down in the heart an unwholesome 
fountain of bitter feeling with reference to the doc- 
trines and restraints of religion. 
For the reason that the peculiar traits of the rllod- 
ern skepticism, and the peculiar character of the class 
who are affected by it, are not clearly discerned, the 
comparative strength of the infidel party in our time
 
is underrated by not a fe\\' eyen of Christian teachers. 
'\Vhen the present is compared with the past, they 
begin at once to take a census of the known or 
avowed opposers of Christianity, and to put the result 
of this count of heads by the side of a similar reckon- 
ing Inade for an earlier epoch. They are not awake 
to the subtler form which skepticisln has assulned. 
r_rhey fail to see that, though it he often less tangible 
and pugnacious, it is 1110re diffused like an atmosphere." 
They are not aware how widely the seeds of un belief 
are scattered through books and journals which find a 
hospitaLle reception even in Christian families. And 
they do not appreciate the signifieance of the fact that 
so large a nunlber of the leaders of opinion on Inat. 
tel'S outside of the sphere of religion, are adherents, 
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lllOre or less outspoken, of the skeptical schooL 
Infidelity appears in better dress and in bettcr com- 
pany than of old; it takes on the function of the 
educator and social reformer; it prefers a compr01llise 
with Christianity to a noisy crusade against it; but 
the half-friendly attitude it assunles may render the 
task of exposing and ,vithstanding it all the 11lore 
difficult. This ambiguous, fluctuating tone of the 
skepticism of our day, renders the analysis of its fun- 
damental position the 1110re incumbent; and this we 
attempt in the present Essay. 
'Ye begin with reluarking that the principal ques- 
tion at issue is not the Inspiration of the Scriptures. 
rrhere is one point of "iew, as we shall shortly explain, 
fronl which the importance of this question is 110t ex- 
aggerated. But the Inere question of the relation of 
hunlan agency to diyine agency in the product.ion of 
the Scriptures is, in itself considered, of not so great 
moment. The fact of Inspiration is chiefly ÏInportant 
as containing a guaranty for the authority of the 
Bible. If the Bible were exclusively the work of mcn, 
and yet came to us attended with a divine attestation 
to the truth of its contents, the Inail1 end for which 
Inspiration is desired and thought necessary, would be 
attained. The authority of the Scriptures as a Rlùe 
of Faith and Practice is the doctrine of prime value; 
and Inspiration is required as a shield against the lia- 
bilities to hurtful error, which pertain to every exer- 
tion of the human mind without the aid of a higher 
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light. SOlnething is gained, in our view, in the dis- 
cussion of these topics, when we steadily keep in 11lind 
the great object to be secured (if it can be consist- 
ently with truth), which is none other than the Protést- 
ant principle of the Authority of the Bible as a guide 
to the knowledge of duty and salvation. \Vhether 
he proceed from a scientific or a practical 1l10tive, the 
inquirer for religious truth has first to settle the 
question, where shall this truth be found. rrhis is 
obviously t.he first step. U ntÏl this point is deter- 
mineJ, there is no criterion of truth, no "judge to end 
the strife" of diverse opinions. The Roman Catholic 
considers the Church, through the voice of its clergy 
and their head, the infallible e-xpounder of truth. In 
every doubt, he has an arbiter at his side whose ver- 
dict, being the direct result of divine illunlination, 
is held to be conclusive. rrhe Protestant agrees with 
the Roman Catholic in holding to an objective stand- 
ard, but the standard with hinl is the Bible, "hich he 
feel:; authorized to interpret for hÍ1nself. Denying 
that the Churr!l is either the unerring interpreter of 
Scripture, or the infallible guardian of oral teaching of 
Christ and the Apostles, which tradition has handed 
down, he falls hack upon the Bible itself. rl'he Bible 
alone is his Rule of .Faith. This we take to be the 
fundmnental position of Protestantism on the question 
'" hich, as we havc said, stand:-; at tllC thrcshold of all 
profitable religious inquiry. On the contrary, the 
Rationalist differs froIU hoth the Roman Catholic and 
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Protestant, first in setting aside every objective Au 
thority, every Authority exterior to the luind itself, in 
matters of religion, and then in positively n1aintaining 
the' sufficiency of Reason. Nothing is allowed to 
stand which cannot justify itself at this tribunal of 
his own understanding. There is no diyine testimony 
which is separate fr01u the thoughts and deductions 
of the human mind, and entitled to regulate bclieî. 
1Ve may stop to observe that an ingenious German 
writer 1 has not improperly classified the 1\1 ystic with 
the Rationalist, so far as the former takes his own 
feeling for a source and criterion of truth, superior 
to any external Rule. The l\Iystic and the Ration- 
alist meet on the COllllllon ground of a renunciation 
of objective Authority, the one relying ultimately 
upon subjectiye reason, the other upon subjective 
feeling, for all his convictions of religious truth. And 
I 
hence the 
I'ystic is found to pass over, not unfre- 
quently, by a natural and easy transition, to the 
position of the Rationalist, the difference between 
them often depending for the most part on a diversity 
of temperament and education. N ow the Protestant 
principle which is thus distinguished fr0111 that of the 
Romanist and of the Rationalist, is of vital nlOment; 
and it stands in close connection with the other doc- 
trine of Biblical Inspiration. Give np tIle pril1cipl<f 
of the Normative Authority of the Bible, and we arc 
driven upon the alternative of either abjectly surren- 


) Kliefotb, Einleitll'l1g zu-r Dogmengescldchte. 
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dering ourselves to the Church, or of being set adrift, 
with the Rationalist, upon a sea of conjectures and un- 
certified reasonings of men. 'Vheu, for example, I 
open an Epistle of St. Paul, and find there a passage 
upon the design and effect of the Saviour's death, and 
when I have ascertained the sense of the passage by a 
fair exegesis, may I then be sure of its truth? Or 
when I meet on the page of Scripture with practical 
injunctions pE!rtaining to the duties of life, may I 
depend upon them as strictly conformed to the truth, 
and shape my conduct in accordance with them? 
I1ere is the practical question concerning the Bible; 
and the fact of Inspiration) or of supernatural aid 
enjoyed ùy the writers, owes its value chiefly to the 
assurance it may afford upon this prinwry question. 
It is interesting to observe that the most discerning 
of those theologians at the present day who are dis- 
satisfied with the old fûrmulas concerning Iuspiration, 
feel the necessity of still abiding by the cardinal 
Protestant principle of the N orIl1ative Authority of 
the Scriptures. The Bible is still held to be the safe 
and sufficient Rule of Faith, upon which the Christian 
1nay cast himself without n1Ísgiving. 'rhus Dr. 
Arnohl, holding that the apostles in the New Testa- 
1nent predict the speedy Advent of Christ to judg'- 
]lICnt, is, nevertheless, careful to remark, that ùy 
the recorded 'words of Christ which dedare this point 
not to he a suhject of Revelation, and by the circum- 
stance that those injunctions of St. Paul which ,yere 



10 NA'rURE OF THE CONFLICT WITH UNBELIEF. 


founded in his own lnind on this expectation, are 
expressly given as not 11aving diyine authority) Lut as 
counsel, the error of the apostles is prevented from 
having the effect to weaken in our estimation their 
general authority. That is to say, this anticipation 
was an error, but an error into which they do 
not profess that Inspiration led them, and from the 
misleading influence of which all are saved who 
attend to the words of Christ in the p'assage above 
referred to. Another witness to the importance of 
upholding the Protestant view upon this subject is 
the learned and brilliant theologian of I-Ieidelberg, 
Dr. Rothe. In the essays 1 which he put forth a few 
years ago, and which he has since collected in a little 
yolume, the old theological definitions in regard to 
Inspiration are frankly discarded for the reason that, in 
the opinion of t.he author, they were constructed from 
a Inistaken conception of the nature and method of 
Divine Revelation. Not only does he extend the in- 
fluence of the 11lunan elelnent, or factor, in the COlll- 
position of the Scriptures so far as to admit of the in- 
troduction of errors in physical science and in history, 
but he does not hesitate to allow that the .L\.postles fell 
into mistakes in reasoning and in their Inethod of in- 
terpreting the Old rrestament, and to distinguish be- 
tween the doctrines they set forth, and the arguments 


I :First published in tIle Studien u. Kritiken. They are collected 
bJ' the Author unùer tIle title, Zur Dogmatik. 
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to which they resort in confuting adversaries, and 
which are more or less the result of their own fallible 
reflection. In these and other particulars, Rothe 
departs widely from the accepted formulas of doctrine. 
And yet he maintains, and feels it necess!1ry to 
luaintain, the Nonnative Authority of the Scriptures. 
rfhis llC endeavors to save by his view that the Bible 
is not only a self-explaining, hut, to some extent, also 
a self-correcting, book. If we are able to discern the 
imperfection of an ethical sentence, or ethical judg- 
luent, in one portion of the Scriptures-for example in 
the Psalms-we do this only by mcans of a more 
advanced ethical standard which the Gospels, or the 
Scriptures as a whole have given us, so that the Rule 
of Faith-the source of knowledge-still remains an 
objecti\'e one. ,Ve are stìU moving in tþe sphere o
 
the Bible, seeing in the Bible's own teaching, judging 
by the Bible's own standard. A view not dis:similar 
fr0111 that of Rothe is suggested in various passages 
of the celebrated Letters of Coleriùge on the subject 
of Inspiration. "Is it not a fact," he asks, "that 
t he books of the New Testament were tricd by their 
consonance with the rule, and according to the 
analogy, of faith? noes not the universally admitted 
('anon-that each part of the Scripture IHust be iu- 
terpreted by the spirit. of the whole-Ieaa to the 

nnlC practical conclusion as that for which I am now 
contcnding; namely, that it is the 
pirit of the' Bible, 
and not the detached worùs and sentences, that is in- 
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fallible and absolute?" 1 It is foreign to our pres- 
ent purpose to criticise these views of Rothe, which 
have evidently made. a strong impression in Ger- 
many, or the sOlnewhat similar, though less guarded, 
declarations of Coleridge. "\Ve advert to them both, 
silnply to illustrate wherein lies the importance of 
the doctrine of Inspiration, [md how essential it is, 
even in the opinion of profound theologians who are 
counted alllong the nlost libcral of the adherents 
of the Evangelical system, to uphold the Protestant 
doctrine of an objective and OJl the 'lclwle unerring 
standard of religious truth and duty. 


Yet the subject of the Normative Authority of 
Scripture is of subordinate interest when comparcd 
with the debate that has arisen npon the historical 
reality of the Scriptural miracles. The attention of 
thoughtful Ineu, everywhere, is conccntrated upon 
the question of the verity of those parts of Scriptural 
history which describe miraclùous eyents. If this 
be established, the speculative ohjections to the 
doctrinal systell1 of Christiauity at once fall to the 
ground. All opposition of this sort is thell silenccd, 
if not satisfied. On the other hand, if the 11) irac1es 
are disproved, Christianity is stripped of its essential 
peculiarity. rrhe central f
lct of a Supernatural 
Interposition having for its end the restoration of 


1 Coleridge, Confessions of an Inquiring Spirit, in his W ork
, 
Am. Ed. vol. v. p. 612. 
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man to communion with God, is lost. The Chris- 
tian systeln of doctrine is reduced to a n1ere product 
of the human mind, having no divine sanction, and 
n1Ïxed, we know not how largely, with error. That 
this question of the historical reality of the Scriptural 
n1ÏracIes involves the whole claim of Christianity to 
be a Revelation, is plain, for Revelation and :JIirarlc 
are inseparable fr0111 each other. In fact, the ablest 
skeptical \'Titers of the present day have set them- 
selvcs to the work of undermining the evidence for 
the Scriptural n1iracles. To explain the origin of 
Christianity, and the origin also of the Kew Testa
 
ment narratives of supernatural events, on sonIC 
hypothesis that shall dispense with the need of 
putting faith in the latter, is the problelll which they 
arc struggling to solve. rfhe Life of Christ hy 
Strauss, in hoth the earlier and the recent form, is 
simply an elaborate attempt to set aside miracles, 
by propounding some hypothesis more plausihle 
than the old exploded theory of a wilful deception 
on the part of the early disciples. The Life of 
Christ hy Hcnan is likewise little lllOre than an effort 
to account for Christ and Christianity and the Chris- 
tian Scriptures, without gi\'ing credence to n1Ïraclùous 
cvents. The recent critieislll of the N cw Testament 
canOll, cmbracing the attcmpt to impeach tIle gen- 
uineness of various hooks, is only a part of the great 
discussion of the historical tl1lÌh of the N cw Tcsta- 
lllcnt miracles; for it is difficult to attack the credi- 
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bi]ity of the Gospel histories without first disproving 
their genuincness. This Inain issue is never with- 
drawn fr0111 the mind of writer or reader. The 
resources of learning and skill which are expended 
by the TÜbingcn school of critics with Bam at their 
head, and in turn by their antagonists, in reference 
to the authorship and date of the Gospels and of 
other portions of the New Testamcnt, are only a 
chapter in the controversy to which we allude. rrhe 
spectacle presented is that of a conflict for the pos- 
session of a place not so much valued for itself, a
 
for being the key that carries with it another posi- 
tion on which all thoughts centre. 1'hus the real 
issue between the believer and the un believer lias 
become distinct and conspicuous. Did Christ do 
the works which none other lllen could do? rrhis 
is the vital question-we might alnlost say, the 
only question. The case of Christianity rests upon 
the decision of it. Its claÏ1n to a rank essentially 
different from that of other l'eligions and philosophies, 
stands or falls according as this question is answercd. 
Is the doctrine of God, or does Christ speak of him- 
self, uttering a human wisdom which, however rare, 
is only human, bearing upon it no loftier sanction, 
and even mixed with an amalganl of error? 
This being a question so momentous, we have a 
right to expect of everyone who enters into the dis- 
cussion of the character of the Scriptures, espccially 
if he be understood. to represent tl}e Christian canse, 
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that he shall deelare himself in regard to it without 
anlbiguity. 'Vhatever view he may take npon special 
questions, upon this cardinal proposition of super- 
naturalisnl he has no right to appear to halt or to 
oscillate between two opinions. The volunlc of Essa!/s 
and Revielc8 which lately kindlcd so great all excite- 
ment in the English Church, appears to us to be liable 
to this charge. In several of the dissertations that 
compose it, there is manifest an evasiveness and 
indecision, a disposition to pare down the supernatural 

n the Scriptures to a minimmn, if not to doubt its 
existence altogether. An explicit, unshrinking avowal 
of a belief in the historical reality of the Christian 
nliracles, wOlùd have redeemed that book, in our judg- 
ment, fl'0111 its gravest fault. "\Ve relllenlher that a 
critic of the Essa!/s, in one of the English literr,ry 
journals, cited from the book one skeptical insinuation 
after another, appending to each the qucstioll: "but 
what of the Resurrection?" This or that stricture 
may be just, or nlay not be-such \Vas the purport of 
criticism-bilt u-lwt oj the Resurrectioll of Christ from 
the dead? On what ground do these authors stand? 
Is it the design to shake the faith of men in super- 
natural Christianity and l'ecOlnmend a naturalistic 
theory? If not, why this hesitation to comn1Ît them- 
selvcs to a bold a\'O\ntl on the snhject of n1Ïracles, anù 
to let their Tcaders see 110W much is implicd in thc fact 
of thc Resurrection of Christ? The concession tlmt 
a single mirac1e took place in connection with Chris- 
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tianity imparts to this religion an unspeakable elevation 
and awfulness in the view of every considerate mind. 
.Although in these remarks \ye have chicfly in mind 
the New rrestament, yet we should he inclined to 
bring a similar accusation against Stanley, for tIle 
ambiguous tone of his recent lIistory of the Jewish 
Churcll, did he not expressly disclaim the abilit.y to 
sever, ill his own mind, in ll
any cases, the natural and 
the supernatural. 'Ye are continually left afloat in 
regard to this most intcresting and most Ílnportant 
question. N ow an event appears to be represented as 
lniraculous, and in the next sentence it is resolved into 
a nlerely natural occurrence. "\Vere it not for t.he 
distinct avowal of the author, to wl1Ïch we Imve advert- 
ed, his \york would be justly chargeable with being 
written in a jesuitical tone-a tone least of all corre- 
sponding with .the author's character. For ourselves 
we lllust ackno\yledge our preference for a single page 
of severe scientific criticis111, over a library of volumes 
like this of Dr. Stanley, where so little is decided and 
settled. 'Vhat mcn crave in these days, is satisfaction 
upon the difficult questions which meet them in the 
early portions of the Old rrestament, and, if at all in 
earnest, they will not be content to be put off with 
pleasant descript.ion. In striking contrast with the 
censurable uncertainty of the Essays a'lld Rcvieu.8 
u1)on the subject of miracles, is the tone of Rothe in 
the little \york to which we have already alluded. 
Starting with the avowed design to oppose the 
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views more conlmonly taken of the Scriptures, he 
is careful at the outset to avow his undoubting 
faith in miracles and in the supernatural character 
of Christianity. lIe desires it to be distinctly 
understood that on this subject he is full and clear. 
On this platform he will stand in the prosecution of 
the further inquiries to which he invites attention. 
Such a course alone is worthy of a theologian who has 
à nobler aim than nIerely to instill doubts concerning 
the justice of received views. 
Thus, the principal question in the controversy 
with unbelief is an historical one. Hardly a worse 
mistake can be committed in dealing with most 
skeptics at the present day, than to begin by insisting 
upon the inspiration of the Bible. 'Ve should rather 
place ourselves back in the position which the apostles 
occupied in preaching to the Gentiles, before the New 
Testament Scriptures were written. 'Ve should nlake 
it our first ainl to substantiate the great facts which 
are recorded in the New Testmnent, and which fornled 
the pith and marrow of the apostles' testimony. We 
nlust nIeet the skeptic on the ordinary level of histori- 
cal investigation, and bring before him the proof that 
the Gospel 111iracles were actually performed, sub. 
stantially as these histories of the New Testmuent 
narrate. There is no other COllllTIOn ground on which 
he and we can stand. Vnless he can be satisfied of 
the credibility of the Gospels in tlIese 1llain particruars, 
it is useless to go farther and attempt to convince hilll 
2 
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that this body of writings is the product of Divine 
inspiration-much less that they contain no sort of 
error. The first and the great proposition to be estab- 
lished is, that God has n1ade a sUl)ernatural revelation; 
and this done, other points of truth n1ay follow in 
their proper place. In this controversy, it behooves us 
to keep in mind the order of things to be believed. 
First comes the leading, the commanding truth, of a 
miraculous attestation to the l11ission of Jesus. Let 
this once becOll1e a firln conviction, and the next step 
is to ascertain his teaching and the contents of his 
religion. Every earnest mind will be ready to take 
this step; will immediately look about for some 
authentic source of knowledge on this subject; anù 
.then the peculiar character and clainls of the Bible win 
be lnade a theme of investigation. 
'Vhile we llOld that the direct. question at issue 
with the skel)tic and unbeliever is an historical one, \ve 
think that Apologists fall into a n1ischievous error in 
defining the nature of the evidence for Christian Re\'e- 
lation. 'rhis evidence, it is freque
tly said, being 
historica1, is of a Inoral or probable kind, as distin- 
guished frOlll demonstrative. The appreciation of 
it, therefore, it is added, depends in no small degree 
upon the spirit of the individual by whom it is 
weighed. So far we fully agree with the onlinary 
Apologist, and could say with hin1 that the force 
which the historical proofs will actually have in per- 
suading the nlind, differs with the tempers of feel. 
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ing which are brought to the consideration of theIne 
Only we say, it is a fatal error to confine the inward 
qualification for judging of this evidence, to the 
virtues of candor, simplicity, and honesty. On the 
contrm'y, we freely concede and contend that these 
virtues may exist up to the ordinary measure, and 
even beyond it, and yet this evidence fail of leading 
the mind to conviction. 'Ve freely grant that un be- 
lievers have lived in the past, and some live to-day, 
whose ability for historical investigation is of an 
unusually high order. In the treatInent of secular 
history, they evince no want of candor and no exces- 
sive incredulity. And although they withhold their 
belief fronl the supernatural facts of Christianity, we 
cannot charge them with any Inarked disposition to 
pervert, conceal, or disparage the evidence by which 
these facts are supported. 'Ye would not for a 
moment deny that great names are on the roll of 
infidelity; names of men who, to say the least, are 
not peculiad!lliable to the charge of being uncandid 
and prejudiced in their investigation of any important 
subject. The Christian Apologist, as we think, is 
entitled and required to take higher ground, and to 
extend this qualification for appreciating the proofs 
of revclation beyond the connl1on virtues of fairness 
and honesty. 'Ve are called upon distinctly to re- 
cognize the truth, that in the consideration of t.his 
subject we find ourselves in a sphere where the deep 
alienation of the lluman heart from God and Divine 
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things exerts a powerful influence upon the judg- 
ment. I When we are called to determine the truth 
or falsehood of any historical statement, our judgment 
will be affected inevitably by the view we take of the 
conditions and causes at work in connection with the 
event which is alleged to have occurred. The same 
law is applicable to the Gospel history. Were these 
events ordinary, or unluiraculous events, the evidence 
for them would not only be convincing, but, for an 
thorough students, overwhelming. But another ele
 
n1ent may come in to arrest the judgment and defeat 
the natural effect of the proof; the circumstance, 
namely, that the events are thought to be either out 
of the range of possibility, or in the highest degree 
unlikely to occur. The evidence Juay be felt to be 
all that. could be asked, and more than could be re- 
quired, in the case of any natural event, but the 
event being, if it occUITed, a miracle, there is a positive 
incredulity beforehand, which, it may be, no amount 
of historical proof can overcome. This variable 
element, which may neutralize the strongest alTay 
of historical evidence, lies in the general habit of 
feeling with reference to supernatural things. At 
the bottom of unbelief is a rationalistic or unreligious 
temper. This truth is adlnirably set forth in one 
of the sermons of Arnold. "The clearest notion," 


1 It may be well to compare here what the New Testament 
itself has to say of the prerequisites of faith. See Matt. xi. 25; 
1 Cor. i. 19-27; and like passages. 
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he says, "which can be given of Rationalism would, 
1 think, be this: that it is the abuse of the under- 
standing in subjects where the divine and human, 
so to speak, are intermingled. Of human things 
the understanding can judge, of divine things it 
cannot; and thus, where the two are lllixed together, 
its inability to judge of the one part makes it derange 
the proportions of both, and the judgment of the 
whole is vitiated. For example, the understanding 
examines a miraculous history: it judges truJy of 
what I 111ay call the human part of the case; that is 
to say, of the rarity of miracles, of the fallibility of 
human testimony, of the proneness of 11108t nÜnds 
to exaggeration, and of the critical arguments affect- 
ing the genuineness or date of the narrative itself. 
But it forgets the divine part, namely, the power and 
providence of God, that lIe is really ever present 
amongst us, and that the spiritual world, which 
exists invisibly all around us, may conceivably and 
by no means impossibly exist, at some tiulCs and 
to some persons, even visibly." rrhis Rationalism, 
however, is a thing of degrees. ,\Yhere not including 
an absolute disbelief in the realities of a higher world, 
it may still involve a practical insensibility to their 
influence. They are left out of the account in de- 
termining the question of the truth or falsehood of 
the New Testament history. 'Ve would nlake this 
variable elClnent still lnore comprehensive, including 
within it the soul's sense of sin and discernment of 
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the beauty of holiness. The judgment which the 
mind fOTIlls in respect to the proofs of Christian 
Revelation, is greatly affected by the presence or 
absence of certain experiences of the heart, which are 
rational and just, but which belong in a very Ull- 
equal degree to different men. An illustration of 
the general truth contained in Arnold's renmrk luay 
be taken fron1 another, but, in some respects, a kin- 
dred department. Let us suppose that a painting 
is discovered in some Italian town, which, it is 
claimed, is a work of Raphael. N ow for the settle- 
ment of this question there are two sources of proof. 
There is, in the first place, all that bears on the 
outward authentication of the claim; as the consi- 
deration of the place where the painting is found, 
the integrity of those who had it in charge, the his- 
torical ci rClUl1stances which are said to connect it 
with the artist to whOln it is ascribed, the known 
facts in his life which tend to prove or disprove 
the truth of the pretension. As far as this kind 
of proof is concerned, any discriminating person 
nmy be pronounced con1petent to appreciate the 
degree of force that belongs to it, and, if the settle- 
ment of the point depended exclusively upon this 
branch of the evidence, to con1e to a just conclu- 
sion. But there is obviously another sort of evi- 
dence to be considered and weighed. The character 
and merits of the painting, as a work of art, in 
con1parison with the high and peculiar excellence 
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of Raphael, must enter into the case, as a part of 
the proof. But how lnany are the acute and pains- 
taking men who are here disabled fron1 estimating 
-from feeling, we might rather say, the force of 
this branch of the evidence! They can examine 
the documents, they can question the witnesses, 
they can scrutinize aU the outward testimony; but 
they are destitute of the perceptions and feelings 
which are the indispensable qualification of a critic 
of art! The analogy holds true in this particular, 
that in the question of the verity of the Gospel 
histories, one great part of the evidence lics in a 
province beyond the reach of the faculty of under- 
standing, in the sense in which Arnold uses the 
term. The whole mode of thou gIlt and feeling con- 
cerning God, and IIis Providence, and His charac- 
ter, concerning hmnan sin and human need, has a 
decisive influence in determining the judgn1ent to 
give or refuse credit to the historical proof. Possi- 
bly God has so arranged it, that while this proof is 
sufficient to satisfy one whose spiritual eye is open 
to these realities, it is yet endued with no power to 
create conviction where such is not the fact. I-Ie 
who nwgl1ifies the prcstullption against supernat- 
ural interposition, not allowing for the moral mner- 
gency that calls for it, and hardly recognizing the 
Power frOlll whom it must come, puts on a coat-of- 
mail which is proof against all the arguments for 
Rcvelatioll. lIe is shut up to unbelief by a logical 
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necessity. The effect of the internal argument for 
the supernatural origin of the Gospel is directly 
dependent upon that habit of feeling, either ra- 
tionalistic or the opposite, the operation of which we 
have described. The various particulars of this 
argument, at least the most important of them, are 
lost upon an unreligious nature. The painful con- 
sciousness of sin, for exan1ple, is the medium through 
which is discerned the correspondence of the Gospel 
method of salvation with the necessities and yearnings 
of the soul. An experience of the disease opens the 
eye to the true nature and the value of the remedy. 
Such an impression of the evil of sin and of personal 
guilt, as men li1w Luther and Pascal have had, un- 
covers the deep things of the Gospel. In the Gospel 
systenl alone is the -situation of the soul, which is 
slowly learned by the soul itself, understood and 
met. Another eye has looked through the heart 
before us, and anticipated the discovcry, which we 
make imperfectly and by degrees, of its guilt and 
want. 'Ve might point out how the same self- 
knowledge will find in the spotless character of 
Christ a glory and Í111pressiveness un discernible by 
such as think not how great a thing it is to be free 
from sin. And so the trelllendous power exerted 
by Christianity to refonll the world-to move men 
to forsake thcir sins-will be estimated aright. It 
is no part of our present purpose to exhibit in detail 
thQ blinding effect of the rationalistic temper. 1Vho- 
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ever carefully surveys the more recent literature of 
skepticism, will not fail to see the source from which 
it springs. It was by ignoring the existence and 
character of God that IIume constructed a plausible 
arguluent against the possibility of proving a llIiracle. 
The luoment that the truth concerning God and the 
lliotives of IIis government is taken into view, the 
fallacy of IImue's reasoning is laid bare. The first 
canon which Strauss lays at the foundation of his 
criticislll is the impossibility that a miracle should 
occur. Any and every other hypothesis, he takes for 
granted, is sooner to be allowed than the admission 
of a miraculous event. I-Ie assunles, fronl beginning 
to end, that "a relation is not historical, that the 
thing narrated could not l1ave so occurred," when 
"it is irreconcilable with known, and elsewhere uni- 
yersally prevailing, laws." By this circumstance, 
before all others, the unhistorical character of 3 
narrative is ascertained.! So 1\1. Renan, at the out- 
set of his late work, remarks: "That the Gospels 
are in part legendary is evident, since they are full 
of miracles and the supernatural." 2 Afterward, 
though he does not with Strauss openly affiflll the 
strict impossibility of a miracle, he lays down "this 
principle of historical criticism, that a supernatural 
relation cannot be accepted as such) that it always 
implics credulity or imposture, that the duty of the 


I Strauss's Leben JC8U) B. I., S. 100. 
II I{cnan'8 Vie de JéS1l8, p. xv. 
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historian is to interpret it, and to seek what portion 
of truth and what portion of error it may contain." 
But how futile is the attempt to convince one that 
an event has occurred, which he professes to know 
is eit11ef impossible, or never to be believed! In 
other words, how futile to argue with one who begs 
the question in dispute! 


The foregoing observations upon the reception 
that is given by skeptics at the present day to t11e 
proof of Christian n1Íracles, bring us to tIle deeper 
and more general cause of unbelief, which is none 
other than the weakening or total destruction of 
faith in the supernatural. It is not the super- 
nat.ural in the Scriptures alone, but the supernatural 
altogether, which in our day is the object of dis- 
helief. At the root of the most respectable and 
formidable attack upon Christianity - that which 
emanates from the TÜbingen school of historical 
critics-is an avowed Pantheism. The doctrine of 
a God to be distinguished frOln the 'V orId, and 
competent to produce events not provided for by 
natural causes, is cast away. The apotheosis of 
Nature or the W orId, of course, leaves no room for 
anything supernatural, and a ll1Ïraclc becomes an 
absurdity. Indeed, the tacit assumption that a 
n1Ïracle is impossible, which we find in so many 
quarters, can only flow from an Atheistic or Pan- 
theistic view of the Universe. 1.'he Deist can con- 
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sistently take no such position. He professes to 
believe in a living and personal God, however he 
may be disposed to set Him at a distance and to 
curtail I-lis agency. He nlust therefore acknowl- 
edge the existence of a Power who is able at any 
moment to bring to pass an event over and beyond 
the capacity of natural causes. Nay, if his Deism 
be earnestly meant, he must himsclf believe in a 
Iniracle of the most stupendous character-in the 
creation of the world by the omnipotent agency of 
God. IIolding thus to the miracle of creation as 
an historical event, he cannot, without a palpable 
inconsistency, deny that l11Ïracles are conceivable or 
longer possible. For no sincere Dcist can suppose 
that the Creator has chained Hitllsclf up by physical 
laws of IIis own making, and thereby cut IIimself 
off from new exertions of IIis power, cven within 
the sphere where natural forces usually opcrate ac- 
cording to a fixed rule. One of the marked charac- 
teristics of our time, therefore, is the loose nlanner 
in which Deism is held ev
n by those who profess 
it, as shown in their reluctance to take the con- 
sequences of their creed and their readiness to pro- 
cecd in their treatment of the subject of miracles 
upon Pantheistic principles. The theorics and argu- 
nlents of Strauss and the Tübingen skcptics, which 
are the offshoot of thcir Pantheistic systClll, are 
adopted, for example, by Theodore Parker, who pro- 
fC8ses to believe in tIle pcrsonality of God. But 
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though entertaining this different belief, it is plain 
that he generally brings to the discussion of 111iracles 
the feeling and the postulates of a Pantheist. His 
Deism is so far from being thorough and consistent, 
that he not only, here and there, falls into the Pan- 
theistic notion of sin, as a necessary stage of develop- 
ment and step in human progress, but also habitually 
regards a miracle as equivalent to an absurdity. 
A gifted fmnale writer has lately put forth a plea in 
behalf of a Christless Theism which she wishes to 
see organized into a practical, working system. 1 
Anxious l'
specting the possible fate of the truths 
of Natural Religion in the crisis occasioned by the 
supposed downfall of faith in Revelation, she forgets 
that skepticism as to the supernatural origin of 
Christianity generally results from a prior adoption 
of an Atheistic or Pantheistic philosophy. The evil 
she dreads is not an accidental consequence, but an 
effective cause, of disbelief in the claims of the 
Gospel. At least, faith in Revelation and faith in 
the verities of Natural Religion sink together. 'rhe 
same writer forgets also that the doctrine of 'rheism, 
however supported by the light of N atnre, came to 
us, in point of fact, fI'mn the Dible. The nations 
learned it from the Bible. It is a truth which we 
practically owe' to Revelation. And as this is the 
case, so it is natural that with the denial of Rcvela- 
tion, that doctrine should be discarded. The result 


] Frances Power Cobbe, Broken Lights. 
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of previous experiments should warn against the 
indulgence of the hope that Natural Religion can 
succeed in the effort to embody itself in a practical 
system of worship. The Theophilanthropists of the 
French Revolution, who espoused the three principles 
-God, Virtue, Immortality-tried to maintain relig- 
ious 'Worship. In Paris alone their assenlblies at 
one time numbered not less than twenty thousand 
persons, and occupied ten churches. But there was 
not vitality enough in the system to keep it alive, 
and this apparently promising sect quickly melted 
away. In the ancient world, alllong thinking nleu, 
skepticism as to the supernatural on the one hand, 
and the Christian faith on the other, were the two 
combatants, and so it will be now. As far as this 
class are alienated from Christianity, they are more 
commonly alienated in an almost equal degree from 
all religious faith. Signs of such an obscuration of 
faith appear in various quarters. Not a few ill- 
supported speculations of physical science, which 
have been lately brought before the public, have 
their real motive in a desperate reluctance to admit 
a supernatural cause. The most unfounded con- 
jectures are furnished in the rOOlll of argument, so 
earnest is the desire of some n1Ïnds to create the 
belief that the worlds were not framed by the word 
of God, and that things which are seen were made 
of things which do appear. To this we 111ust refer 
the ambition of some pllilosophcrs to establish their 



30 


. 
NATURE OF THE CONFLICT WITH UNBELIEF. 


descell t frOln the inferior animals-a wild theory, 
only to be compared with the old mythologic doc- 
trine of transmigration. The disposition to remove 
God from any active connection with the world, or 
to transport Hiln as far back as possible into the 
remote past, is the real motive of this attempt, which 
can plead no evidence in its favor, to invalidate abso- 
lutely the distinction of species and discredit our 
own feeling of personal identity and separateness of 
being. There can be no doubt that a powerful 
tendency to Pantheistic modes of thought is rife at 
the present day. The popular literature, even in 
our country, is far more widely infected in this way 
than unobservant readers are aware. The .laws of 
Nature are hypostatized-spoken of as if they were 
a self-active being. And not un frequently the same 
tendency leads to the virtual, if not explicit, denial 
of the free and responsible nature of man. History 
is resolved by a class of writers into the moven1ent 
of a great machine-into the evolution of events with 
which the free-will neither of God nor of lnan has 
any connection. 1 
"\Ve are thus brought back, in our analysis of 
the controversy with the existing unbelief, to the 
postulates of Natural Religion. On these the Chris- 


1 The tendencies to Naturalism, at work at the present day, 
are forcibly and comprehensively touched upon in Chapter I. 
of Bushnell's "Nature and the Supernatural "-a work which, 
in its main parts, is equal1y profound and inspiring. 
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tian Apologist founds the presumption, or anterior 
probability, that a Revelation will be given. These, 
together with the intrinsic excellence of Christianity, 
he employs to rebut and remove the presumption, 
which, however philosophers may differ as to the 
exact source and strength of it, undoubtedly lies 
against the occurrence of a miracle. The antecedent 
improbability that a miracle will occur, disappears 
in the case of Christianity. The issue relates to the 
miracles; but the ultÜnate source of the conflict is 
a false or feeble view, on the part of the unbeliever, 
of the primitive truths of religion. This will explain 
how a new awakening of conscience, or of religious 
sensibility, has been known to dispel the incredulity 
with which he llad looked upon the claims of Revela- 
tion. 
It is In ore and more apparent that the cause of 
Natural Religion, and that of Revealed Religion, 
are bound up togcther. But the native convictions 
of the human mind concerning God and duty cannot 
be permanently dislodgcd. Atheism is an affront 
alike to the inquiring reason and the uplooking soul 
of man. Panthcisnl mocks his religious nature. It 
is inconsistent with religion-with prayer, with wor- 
sllip-with that comnlunion with a lIigher Being, 
which is religion. It is inconsistent, also, with 
n10rality, in any earncst 111eaning of tllc term; for 
it emptics free-will and responsibility, holiness and 
sin, of their Ineanmg. Everyone who acknowledges 
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the feeling of guilt to be a reality and to represent 
the truth, and everyone who blmnes the conduct 
of another, in the very act denies tlle Pantheistic 
theory. Conscience must prove, in the long run, 
stronger tlmn any speculation, no matter how plausi- 
ble. In the soul itself, then, in its aspiration after 
the living God and its conviction of freedom and 
of sin, there is erected an everlasting barrier against 
the inrotlds of false philosophy, and one that will 
be found to embrace within the shelter of its walls 
the cause of Christianity itself. 



ESSAY II. 


THE GEXUINE:NESS OF TIlE FOUP..TH GOSPEL. 


THE Gospel that bears the name of John is one 
of the main pillars of historical Christianity. Chris
 
tianity would indeed ren1ain were the apostolic author
 
ship and the credibility of this Gospel disproved; for 
before it was written, Jesus and the resurrection had 
been preached by faithful witnesses over a large part 
of the ROlnan \...-odd. Christianity would remain; but 
our conception of Christianity and of Christ wOlùd be 
materially altered. The profoundest minds in the 
Church, from Clement of Alexandria to Luther, and 
fron1 Luther to Niebuhr, have expressed their sense of 
the singular charm and surpassing value of this Gospel. 
In recent tÏ1nes, however, the genuineness of the fourth 
Gospel has been impugned. It was denied to be the 
work of John by individual skeptics at the close of the 
last century; but their attack was not of a nature 
either to excite or to merit l1nlCh attention. Not until 
Bretschneider publis
led (in 1820) his Probabilia did 
the question become the subject of serious discussion. 
But the assault which has been renewed by the critics 
of the Tübingen school, \\ ith Baur at their head, has 
more lately given rise to a most earnest and important 
3 
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controversy. The rejection of John's Gospel by these 
critics is a part of their attempted reconstnlCtion of 
early Christian history. Starting with the assertion of 
a radical difference and hostility between the Jewish 
and the Gentile types of Christianity,-between the 
party of the Church that adhered to Peter and the 
original disciples, and the party that adhered to Paul 
and his doctrine,-they ascribe several books of the 
New Testament to the effort,lnade at a later day, to 
bridge over this gulf. The Acts of the Apostles pro- 
ceeds from this motive, and is a designed distortion 
and misrepresentation of events connected with the 
conflict about the rights of the Gentile converts. And 
the fourth Gospel is a product of the same pacifying 
tende
cy. It was written, they say, about the middle 
of the second century, by a Christian of Gentile birth, 
who assumed the name of John in order to give an 
apostolic sanction to his higher theological platform, in 
which love takes the place of faith, and the Jewish 
system is shown to be fulfilled, and so abolisl1ed, by 
the offering of Christ, the true paschal Lanlb. We 
hold that t11e fundamental proposition, which affirms a 
radical hostility between Pauline and Petrine Chris- 
tianit.y, can be proved to be false, even by the docu- 
ments which are acknowledged by the Tübingen school 
to be genuine and trustworthy; and t]wt the super- 
structure which is reared upon this foundation can be 
proved, in all its main timbers, to be equally unsub- 
stantial. In the present Essay, however, we shall take 
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up the single subject of the authorship of the fourth 
Gospel, and shall make it a part of our plan to refute 
the arguments which are brought forward by the skep- 
tical critics on this question -the most important 
critical question connected with the New Testament 
canon. But while we propose fairly to consider these 
arguments, we have no doubt that the attack upon the 
genuineness of John has its root in a determined 
unwillingness to admit the historical reality of the 
n1Ïrac1es which that Gospel records. This feeling, 
which sways the mind of the critics of whom we 
speak, is the ultimate and real ground of their refusal 
to believe that this narrative proceeds from an eyewit- 
ness of the life of Jesus. And were there nothing in 
Christianity to remove this natural incredulity, and to 
overturn the presumption against the occurrence of 
miracles, the ground taken by the Tü bingen critics in 
reference to this question nlight be reasonable. It is 
right to observe tlmt behind all their reasoning there 
lies this deep-seated, and, in our opinion, unwarrantable 
prejudice. 
'Ve have recorded below the titles of SOll1e of the 
more recent defences of the J ohannean authorship: 1 
Bleek's Introduction, in which the author discusses 


1 Bleek's Einleitung in dlU N. T., 1862, and Beitrãge zur EDan- 
gelien-Kritik,1864. Meyer's Kam. über daB E'Dang. deB Johannes, 3 8 
A., 1856. De Wette's Kom. über das Evang. des Johannes, 4- ed. 
(edited by Brückner), 1852. Schneider's Aechtheit des Johann. 
E-vang., 1854. Mayer's Aechtheit da E-cang. nach Johann., 1854.. 
Ebrard's Wissenclwftl. Kritik cùr &angel. Geschichte, 2 0 A. , 1850, pp. 
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the qucstion at length, with his wonted clearness and 
golden candor, and his Contributions to the Criticisnl of 
the Gospels, in which some important points are treated 
Inore fully; l\Ieyer's Introduction to his Comulentary 
on John, which contains a brief, condensed exhibition 
of the principal points of argument; Brückner's 
edition of De Wette's COlllmentary on John, in which 
the later editor has presented the internal proofs with 
Hluch force, and has noticed in detail the interpretations 
of Baur; Schneider's little tract, which handles with 
ability c
rtain parts of the external evidence, but falls 
far short of being a complete view; Ewald's Essays, 
which contribute fresh and original thoughts upon the 
subject, but are 110t without faults in opinion as well as 
temper; Ebrard's Critical Examination of the Evangeli- 
cal History, which, notwithstanding an occasional flip- 
pancy of style and tendency to overstatmnent, contain
 
many valuable suggestions; and l\Iayer's copious 
treatise, in which the external testimonies are ably con- 
sidered, though too lllnch in the temper of a contro- 


828-952. Ewald's Jahrb., III. s. 146 seq., V. s. 178 seq., X. s. 83 seq. 
-The following are among the most important Essays in opposition 
to the Genuineness of John: Baur, Kritisclle Untersuchungen itber 
die Kanon. Evangelien (1847), and Die Johanneische Frage u. ihre 
neuesten Beantwortungen, in Baur and Zeller's Tlteologische Yahrbü- 
cher, 1854, pp. 196-287; Zeller, Die äU88ern Zeugni.sse über MS Daseyn 
'lmd den Ursprung des 'Diertelt Evangeliu7n8, in his Theol. Yahrb. 1845, 
pp.579-656, compo 1847, pp. 136-174 i Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien u. 
s. w. (1834); Straus"!, Das Leben Jesu für da.'J deutsche Yolk (1864), 
p. 62 seq. 
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versialist, and with occasional passages not adapted to 
convince any save members of the Roman Catholic 
churc11, of which the author is one. 'Ye intend to 
present our readers with a summary of the argunlents, 
Inost of which are touched upon in one or another of 
these writers; although we lay claim at least to 
independence in weighing, verifying, and cOlllbining 
the various considerations which we have to bring 
forward. 


That the apost1e John spent the latter part of his 
life in Proconsular Asia, in particular at Ephesus, is a 
fact fully established by trustworthy testimony of 
ancient ecclesiastical writers. At the conference of 
Paul with the other apostles in Jerusalem (Gal. Ïi. 1 
seq.; Acts xv.), which occurred about twenty years 
after the death of Christ, John is luentioned, in con- 
nection with Peter and James, as one of the pillars of 
the J erusaleln church. 1Vhether he was in Jerusalem 
on the occasion of Paul's last visit, we are not informed. 
It is in the highest degree probable that John's resi- 
dence at Ephesus began after the period of Paul's 
activity there, and either after or not long before the 
destruction of J erusalmll. Among the witnesses to the 
fact of his living at Ephesus in the latter part of the 
second century, Polycrates and Irenaeus arc of especial 
importance. Polycrates was himself a bishop of 
Ephesus near the end of the second century, who had 
become a Christian as early as A. D. 131, and seven 
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of whose kinsmen had previously been bishops or 
presbyt
rs. In his letter to Victor, he expressly says 
that John died and was buried at Ephesus. l Irenaeus, 
who was born in Asia, says of the old presbyters, 
immediate disciples of the apostles, whom he had 
known, that they had been personally conversant with 
John, and that he .had relnained among them up to the 
times of Trajan (whose reign was from the year 98 to 
117). Some of them, he says, had not only seen John, 
but other apostles also. 2 'iVhether the ancient stories 
be true or not, of his fleeing from the bath on seeing 
there the heretic Cerinthus, of his recovering the young 
man who joined a company of robbers, or the lnore 
probable story, found in Jerome, of his being carried 
in his old age into the Christian assemblies, to which 
he addressed the simple exhortation: "Love one 
another," they show a general knowledge of the fact 
of his residing at Ephesus, and of his living to an 
extreme old age. 3 His Gospel, also, according to the 
testimony of Irenaeus, Clement, and others, and the 
general belief, was the last written of the four, and the 
tradition places its composition near the close of his 
life. 


1 Euseb., Lib. V. c. 24; cf. Lib. III. c. 8l. 
2 Adv. Haer., Lib. II. c. 22, ale 39. 
 5. 
3 Iren. adv. Haer., Lib. III. c. 3. 
 4. (Euseb., Lib. IV. c. 14)- 
Clem. Alex., Quis dives salvetur, c. 42. (Euseb., Lib. III. c. 23.)- 
Hieron. in Ep. ad Galat. VI. 10. 
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THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE. 


l\Iayer begins his argument by an appeal to Jerome 
and Eusebius; the one writing in the later, and the 
other in the early, part of the fourth century; both 
having in their hands the literature of the ChlITch 
before them; both diligent in their researches and 
inquiries; both knowing how to discriminate between 
books which had been received without contradiction, 
and those whose authority had either been disputed or 
might fairly be questioned; and yet neither having any 
knowledge or suspicion that the fourth Gospel was not 
known to the writers of the first half of the second 
century, with whom they were familiar. This appeal 
is not without force; but instead of dwelling on the in- 
ference which it appears to warrant, we choose to begin 
with the unquestioned fact of the universal receptio n 
of the fourth Gospel as genuine in the last quarter of 
the second century. At that time we find that it is 
held in every part of Christendom to be the work of 
the Apostle John. The prominent witnesses are Tertul- 
lian in North Africa, Clement in Alexandria, and 
Irenaeus in Gaul. Though the date of Tertullian's 
birth is uncertain, a considerable portion of his life 
fell within the second century, and his book against 
l\larcion, frOlll which his fullest testimony is drawn, was 
composed in 207 or 208. His language proves the 
universal reception of our four Gospels, and of John 
among them. These together, and these exclusively, 
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were considered the authentic histories of the life of 
Christ, being composed either by apostles themselves 
or by their companions. 1 The testimony of Clement 
is the more important from his scholarly character and 
his wide acquaintance with the Church. He became 
the head of the Catechetical school at Alexandria about 
the year 190. Having been previously a pupil of 
various philosophers, he had in his mature years sought 
instruction frOlll Christian teachers in Greece, in Lower 
Italy, in Syria, in Palestine, as well as in Egypt; and 
his works which rmnain prove his extensive learning. 
Not only is the genuineness of the fourth Gospel an 
undisputed fact with Clement, but, not to speak of 
other testÏInony frOlll him, he gave in his lost work, 
the Institutions, quoted by Eusebius, "a tradition 
concerning the order of the Gospels which he had 
received fronl presbyters of more ancient times; " that 
is, concerning the chronological order of their composi- 
tion. 2 But of these three witnesses, Irenaeus, frOlll the 
circumstances of his life as well as the peculiar charac- 


1 .Aa
. Marcion., Lib. IV. c. 2; also c. ó. He says in this last 
plnce: "In summa, si constat id verius quod prius, id prius quod et 
ab initio, id ab initio quod ab apostolis; pariter utique constabit, id 
esse ab npostolis traditum, quoò apud ecclesias apostolorum fuerit 
sacrosanctum." Then sllOrtly after: "eadem auctoritas ecclesiarum 
apostolicarum caeteris quoque patrocinabitur evangeIiis, quae proinde 
per ilIas, et secundum ilIas 11abemus: " here follows the enumeration 
of the four. It is historical evidence-the knowledge possessed by 
the churches founded by the npostles,-on wl1Ïch Tertullian builds. 
2 Euseb., Lib. VI. c. 14. That the four Gospels alone were re- 
garded as possessed of canonical authority is evident from other 
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tel' of his testÏInony, is the lnost important. A Greek, 
born in Asia l\Enor about the year 140, coming to 
Lyons and holding there first tIle office of presbyter, 
and then, in 178, that of bishop, he was familiar with 
the Church in both the East and the 'Vest. l\Ioreover, 
he had in his youth known and conversed with the 
aged Poly carp of Smyrna, the in1mediate disciple of 
John, and retained a vivid recollection of the person 
and the words of this remarkable man. Now Irenaeus 
not only testifies to the universal acceptance in the 
Church of the fourth Gospel, but also argues fancifuHy 
that there milst be four and only four Gospels to stand 
as pillars of the truth; thus showing how finnly set- 
tled was his faith, and that of others, in the exclusive 
authority of the canonical Gospels. 1 To the value of 


placcs in Clement. In reference to an nlleged conversation between 
Balome and Jesus, Clement says: "We have not this saying in the 
{ou?" Gospel9 which have been handed down to us, but in that according 
to the Eg)'ptians,-iv ToîS' 7rapa13f13op.ÉVotS' 
p.îv TÉTTaputV fvaYYf}...íotr OVIC 
fXOP.fV TÒ P1JTÓV, à>.X EV TW KaT' Alyv7rTíovr. St?"om., Lib. III. c. 13. 
(See Ladner, Vol. II. pp. 236 and 251). 
1 Atlv. Hae?"., Lib. III. c. 1. 
 1. This noted passage on the four 
Gospels thus begins: "Non enim per alios dispositioncm salutis nos- 
trae cognovimus, quam per eos, per quos evangelium pet"venit ad nos; 
quod quic1em tunc praeconaverunt, postea vero per Dei voluntatem in 
scripturis nollis tradiderunt, fundamentum et columnam fidei nostra'J 
futurum." Like Tert, ullian he makes his appeal to sure historical 
evidenco. In !'poaking of P01ycarp and the men who foHowed him, 
}1e says of the former (III. 3.4): "qui vir multo majoris auctoritatis 
et fidclior veritatis est testis, quam Valentinus et .Marcion et relicp1Ï, 
qui sunt perversae sententiae." The curious attempt to silow that 
there could not be more or fewer than four nuthoritatÍ\"c Go:,pds is in 
Lib. III. c. 11. 
 8. 
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his testimony we shall have occasion again to refer. 
We simply ask here if it was possible for Irenaeus to 
express himself in this way-to affirnl not merely the 
genuineness of the four Gospels, but the metaphysical 
necessity that there should be four-if John's Gospel 
had been made known for the fuJ;t time during his 
lifetime, or shortly before. With these noteworthy 
witnesses, we associate the great name of Origen, the 
successor of Clement at Alexandria, although Origen's 
theological career is later, terminating near the n1Ïddle 
of the third century, he having been born but fifteen 
years before the end of the second; for his extensive 
journeys through the Eastern Church, and as far as 
Rome, and especially his critical curiosity and erudition, 
together with the fact that he was born of Christian 
parents, give extraordinary weight to the evidence he 
affords of the universal reception of John's Gospel. 
In the Salne category with Irenaeus, Clement, and 
Tertulliau, belong the Canon of l\Iuratori, or the list 
of canonical books which l\Im.atori found in an old 
nlanuscript in the l\Iilan library, and which is certainly 
not later than the end of the second century; and 
the ancient Syriac version of the New Testament, 
the Peshito, having a like antiquity. In hoth these 
monuments the Gospel of John is found in its proper 
place. Nor should we omit to mention here Polyc- 
rates, the bishop of Ephesus, who, as we have said, 
represented the Asia l\linor churches in the controversy 
concerning the celebration of Easter in the year 196, 
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and in his letter to Victor, the Roman bishop, alludes 
to John, who, be says, "leaned upon the Lord's 
b t " c .., , - Q - , 
 , 1 
reas, 0 E:ft TO 6T'IV'O; TOY XV(!IOV a va:rt Ú6Jl'. 
Even IIilgenfeld, one of the most forward of the 
Tübingen critics, does not longer deny that the expres- 
sion is drawn by Polycrates frOln John xiii. 25 (xxi. 
20). It proves the acceptance of John's Gospel by 
the Christians of Asia l\linor. 
Looking about among the fragn1ents of Christian 
literature that have come down to us from the second 
half of the second century, we meet with Tatian, sup- 
posed to have been a pupil of Justin l\lartyr, t110ugh 
after the master's death the disciple swerved from his 
teaching. It is now conceded by Baur and Zeller that 
in his apologetic treatise, the Oratio ad Graecos, COln- 
posed not far frOlll the year 170, he quotes repeatedly 
from the GospeJ of John. 2 There is also no reason to 
doubt that his work entitled Dintessaron-a sort of 
exegeticalllarmony-was composed upon the basis of 
our four Gospels. Eusebius says that Tatian "having 
forn1ed a certain body and collection of Gospels, I 
know not how, has given this the title Diatessaron, that 
is, the Gospel by the four, or the Gospel forlned of the 
four, which is in the possession of sonle even now." 3 
1 Euseb., Lib. V. c. 24. 
t Tile following are examples,-Oratio, c. 13: leal ToiìTÓ tUTtV éfpa 
"Ò Elp7JpÉvov. 
 uKoT;,a TÒ rþéØs oÌi leaTo).ap.ßúvn. c. 19: 7rÓVTa 1m' aÌiToiì, 
<<al XCI)plt aÌiToiì yÉYOVfV oÌi8È ;v. c. õ: ó ).åyos Èv åpxfi YfVVI'}'3fi,. c. 4 : 
frll,vp.a Ó '3fÓS. See Bleek, 8. 229. 
· Lib. IV. c. 29. 
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Precisely how the work was constructed from the 
four Gospels, Eusebius appears not to have known. 
He testifies, however, to the fact of its being in the 
hands of catholic Christians. At the beginning of the 
fifth century Theodoret tells us that he had found 
two hundred copies of Tatian's work in circulation, and 
had taken them away, substituting for them the four 
Gospels. l A Syriac translation of this work began, 
according to a later Syrian writer, Bar Salibi, with the 
opening words of the Gospel of John: "In the begin
 
ning was the Word." To this Syriac edition, Ephraem 
Syrus, who died in 378, wrote a cOlllmentary, as Syriac 
writers infoflll us; and this translation must therefore 
have been early made. The attempt of Credner to 
invalidate t11Ïs evidence on the ground that the Syrians 
confounded Tatian with AmnlOnius, the author of a 
Harmony in the early part of the third century, is 
overthrown by the fact that Bar Salibi distinguishes 
the two authors and t11eir works. 2 Considering all the 
evidence in the case, together with the fact that Tatian 
is known to have quoted the Gospel of John in his 
Oratio, there is no rOOlll for doubting that this Gospel 
was one of the four at the foundation of the Diatessa- 
ron. Contemporary with Tatian was Theophilus, who 
became bishop of Antioch in 169. In his work Ad 
Autolycum, IlC describes John's Gospel as a part of the 
Holy Scriptures, and John himself as a writer guided 
1 Tbeodoret, IIaeret, Fab., 1. 20, as cited by Bleek, s. 230. 
1\ Sei Meyer's Einl., B. 9. Lardner, Vol. II. p. 445. Bleek, 8.230. 
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by the Holy Spirit. l This explicit statement is a most 
weighty itmn of evidence. In addition to this, Jerome 
states that Theophilus composed a commentary upon 
the Gospels, in which he handled their contents synop- 
tically: "quatuor evangelistarum in unUUl opus dicta 
cOlnpingens." 2 There is no good reason for questioning 
the statement of Jerome respecting a work with which 
he appears to have been himself acquainted. A contem- 
porary of Theophilus is Athenagoras. lIis acquaint- 
ance with the Prologue of John's Gospel may be 
inferred with a high degree of probability from his 
frequent designation of Christ as the VV ord. "Through 
him," he says, " all things were nlade, the Father and 
Son being one; and the Son being in the Father, and 
the Father in the Son;" 3-language obviously founded 
on John i. 3; x. 30, 38; xiv. 11. Another contenl- 
porary of Theophilus, Apollinaris, bishop of Ilierapolis 
in Pllrygia, in a fragment found in the Paschal 
Chronicle, nlakes a reference to the pouring out of 
water and blood from the side of Jesus (John xix. 34), 
and in another passage clearly implies the existence 
and authority of the fourth Gospe1. 4 The Epistle of 
the churches of Vienne and Lyons, written in 177, 


1 . O:1fV 8&8ÚUKOVULlI 
pâ, a1 é1YLaL ypacþal Kal 1TÚlITf' ol1TlIEvpoTocþópoL, 
È
 ó,v 'ICI)áwl'}S' }...Éyn. Èv àpx
, K.T.}...., quoting John i. 1, 3 (Lib. II. 
c. 22). . 
2 Hieron. de 'Viria ill., 2:), and Ep., 151. Bleck, s. 230. 
· Sup pl. pro Chrut-ianis, c. 10. 
t Cl.-ron. Pasch., pp. 13, 14, ed. Dindorf, or Routh's Rcliq. &l.cra(!, 
I. 160, 161, 2d edit. See Meyer's Einl., s. 9. There appears to be no 
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and presenting an account of the sufferings of their 
martyrs in their great persecution under Marcus 
Aurelius, an epistle from which Eusebius gives copious 
extracts,t contains a clear reference to John xvi. 2, in 
the passage where they say: "Then was fclfilled that 
which was spoken by our Lord, that the time will come 
when whosoever killeth you will think that he doeth 
God service." The same epistle, applying the thought 
of I John iü. 16 (comp. John xv. 12, 13), praises the 
love of one of their martyrs who "was willing in 
defense of the brethren to lay down his own life." 2 
But every testimony to the first epistle is, for reasons 
to which we shall advert hereafter, virtually a testimony 
for the Gospel. 
'Ve go back now to the first half of the second 
century, and among the remnants of early Christian 
literature which remain, where so much has irrecover- 
ably perished, the writer who is most entitled to con- 
sideration is Justin Martyr. He was born about the 
year 89, and his life extended at least ten years beyond 
the middle of the next century. A native of Flavia 
Neapolis, near the ancient Sichem, he had visited vari- 
ous countries, l1aving been at Alexandria and Ephesus 
before he came to Rome. He had, therefore, an exten- 
sive acquaintance with the Church. It is well known 
sufficient reason for questioning the genuineness of these fragments) 
as is done by I.ardner (Vol. II. p. 315), 8Ild Neander (Ohurch Hut., 
V 01. I. p. 298, N. 2). See Schneider, B. 52. 
1 Euseb., Lib. V. c. 1. 
· EpÌ8t.Eccl, Vien. et Lugd., cc. 3,4. Routh. Relig. Sacrae, I. 298, 300. 
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that Justin in different places refers to works which 
are styled by him the Records or 
Iemoirs by the 
Apostles and their Followers or Companions, and which, 
as he observes, "are called Gospels." 1 He quotes 
fronl these as the authentic and recognized sources of 
knowledge respecting the Saviour's life and teaching. 
He further states that they are read on Sundays in the 
Christian assemblies, where" all who live in cities or in 
country districts" meet together for worship. They 
are read, he says, in connection with the writings of the 
Old Testament prophets: and when the reader con- 
cludes, the people are instructed and exhorted " to the 
imitation of these excellent things." 2 The evangelical 
histories which he has in mind, then, were used in the 
public worship of Christians everywhere. What were 
these Records or 
Iemoirs ? This title, we may 
observe,. was probably given to the gospel histories, 
partly for the reason that in Justin's view they bore a 
character analogous to Xenophon's 
Iemorabilia of 
Socrates, and also because it was a designation intelli- 
gible to those for whose benefit he was writing. Of the 


1 Tà å7T0P.V1}p.0IlEvp.aTa 1'6)11 å7T0UTOÂC'W. .Apol., I. c. 67. tÌ7T0P.VI'}P.OVfV- 
p.au&, éi cþ1}p.& Íi7Tò Té;,V å7T0UTO'}.WV a;'Tov lCal Té;,V ;lCf;'IIO&, 7TapQlco}...ov?J1}uåll- 
TWV O'VlfT"fTáx
a&. Dial. c. Thyph., c. 103. 01 yàp å7TÓUTO}...0& ;JI TO&S 
YfVOP.ÉJlO&' vrr' aVTé;,v årrop.VfJp.ovfvp.aO'w, ð lCa}...f'iTa& fvaYYfÂ&a, OVTCI)S 
rrapÉðwlCav. .Apol., I. c. 66. Justin twice uses the term TÒ fVUYYd..&Ov, 
as the Jater fathers often do, to (Jenota the Gospels collectively. 
(Dial. c. T1'yph., cc. 10, 100.) This designation implies tùat the Gos- 
pels to which he refers-the collection of Gospels-were possessed of 
an establisbed authority. 
I Ã.pol., I. c. 67. 
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direct citations frOll1 these Gospel l\lemoirs in Justin, 
and of the nUlnerous allusions to sayings of Christ and 
events in 11Ïs life, nearly all plainly correspond to pas- 
sages in our canonical Gospels. That the quotations 
are inexact as to phraseology, is not a peculiarity of 
Justin. He probably quotes from memory; and for 
his purpose it was not requisite that lIe should be 
verbally accurate. 
Before we proceed to speak of his use of John in 
particular, we will advert to the question which has 
been warmly discussed, whether he quotes from other 
gospel histories than those in our canon. Considering 
that the cases of an allusion to sayings or transactions 
not recorded in the canonical Gospels, are so very few, 
and that of these not one is explicitly referred by 
Justin to the l\lenloirs, l it is not at all improbable 
that the so:urce of his knowledge ìn these exeptional 
cases was oral tradition. Living so near the time of 
the apostles, when, as we know, some unrecorded say- 
ings of Christ and circulnstances in his life were orally 
reported fronl one to another, this supposition is by 
no means unnatural. Yet as written narratives, be- 
sides the four of our canon, were extant, and had 
a local circulation-especially the Gospel of the He- 


J Such a reference to the Memoirs has been Buppose<<l in IJial c. 
J'ryph., c. 103 (p. 3õ2 ed. Otto), but erroneously. Nor is there a ref- 
erence to the Memoirs in IJial c. Tryph., c. 88 (p. 306 ed. of Otto), 
where fypmJtav 01 Ù7rÓUTOXO& aVTov refers grammatically only to the last 
part of the sentence. There is no citation by Justin from the 
Memoirs, which is not found in the canonical Gospels. 
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brews an10ng the Ebionite Christians-Justin may 
have been acquainted with one or more of these, 
and thence derived the exceptional passages which 
we are c?l1sidering. That either of these, however, 
was generally read in the churches (as were the 

lemoirs of which Justin speaks) is extrelnely im- 
probable; for ho,v could any Gospel which had been 
thus made familiar and dear to a multitude of Chris- 
tians by being read in their assemblies, be suddenly 
thrown out and discarded without an audible word of 
opposition? I-Iow can such an hypothesis stand in 
view of the fact that by the time Justin died Irenaeus 
had already reached his manhood? It is clearly es- 
tablisllCd that Justin had in yiew the SaIne Gospels 
which we read in our Bibles, although, as we have 
said, he may have been acquainted with other less 
trustworthy narratiycs of the life of Christ. I If we 
suppose, as there is no necessity for doing, that he de- 
rived a few fact
 or sayings frmn such a SOlITCe, it by 
no means follows that lIe put these writings on a level 
with the authoritative 1\lemoirs-the ù;rOflJ11lfl 0 Jll:V- 
paTa. Be it obserycd, that in the nnùtitude of his 


1 Tbat by tIlC Ù7rOpl1T}pOllfVpam Justin luul in mind solely tl::.e four 
Gospel!'!, is earnestly maintained by Semisch, and by Professor Norton 
in his very able work on tbe Genuineness of the Gospels. Bleek 
bolds tlw.t he lUld thesc mainly, if not e
clusiYely, in view. Ewald, 
without any just renson, tl1Ïnks tnat because the records are said to 
emanate from the apostles and their followers, be had reference to 
many such writings, which were in his hands. Jal17"ò. d. BiM. Triss., 
VI. GO. 


4 
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allusions to the evangelical history, those 'which 
cannot be distinctly traced to the canonical Gospels 
do not exceed six in numùer. 
The evidence that the fourth Gospel formed one 
of Justin's authoritative Records or l\lemoirs cannot 
be gainsaid. In a long list of passages collected from 
Justin by Semisch and other writers, there is a 
marked resClnblance in language and thought to 
places in the fourth Gospel. l In regard to many 
of these, to be sure, we are not absolutely obliged to 
trace them to this source. They Juay have been 
derived from unwritten tradition. But we are autl10r- 
ized to find the origin of this class of expressions in 
John, when we bave assured ourselves, from other 
passages which admit of no doubt, tlwt Justin made 
use of the fourth Gospel. And frOll1 this conviction 
there is no escape. We nlention here only one, but 
perhal)s the most obvious and striking, of the special 
quotations \vl1Ìch Justin has drawn from this Gospel. 
Ilaving described with some detail the Inethod of 
Christian baptism, Justin adds: "}'or indeed Christ 
also said: 'except ye be born again, ye shall not 
enter into the kingdom of heaven.' And tlmt it is 
impossible Îor those who are once born to enter into 
their mother's womb, is plain to all." 2 IIere IS a 
1 The work of Scmisch to whicb we refer-Die DenkwÜrdig- 
lcøiten des .JliirtY1.e1'8 Justinus--is a thorongh examiuntion of the qnes- 
tion: What Gospels were made use of by Justin? 
2 Apol., I. c. 61: Kal yàp Ó XPLUTÒS El7rf.lI. ., All fL
 àllaYEIIII1J;'
Tf., ov p
 
EluEÂ':J1}Tf. E
r T;}lI ßaOt).EÎall T(;)I' ovpavwv. "On 13È Kal à13VroTOJl Eìr T(
f 
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passage so peculiar, so characteristic of John's Gospel, 
that we are precluded from attributing it to any other 
source. Is it credible that Justin drew this passage 
from some other gospel, which suddenly perished and 
was supplanted by that bearing the name of John? 
. \Vriters of the TÜ.bingen school have suggested that 
this, as well as other passages seen1Ïng to be from 
.J 011n, were taken by J ustiu fronl the Gospel of the 
Hebrews. Aside frOln the entire absence of proof in 
support of this assertion, all the information we ha\'e 
concerning the Gospel of the Hebrews warran1s the 
declaration that it contained no such passages. The 
Gospel of the Hebrews bore a great reselnblance 
in its contents to our Gospel of l\Iatthew. It was the 
product of a translation and nuÜilation of our Greek 
l\Iatthew. There is much to be said in favor of the 
opinion, for which Bleek argues, that the known fact 
of its resemblance to 
Iatthew first gave rise to the 
impression that l\Iattliew originally wrote his Gospel 
in the Jlebrew tongue. l 


p.
Tpaç Të:W TUOVUë:W TOUS éhraE )'EVVWP.ÉJlOVS fP.ß
Vat, cþaVEpòv 7Tâuív fUTt. 
There is no reasonable doubt that the quotation in Dial. c. Tl'Ypli.., c. 
88, OVK fìp.ì Ó XptuTlis, f)'?> cþCA)V
 ßOWIITOS, is from John i. H), 23: OVK 
fìp.ì È)'?> ó XPtUTóS . . . . f)'?> cþCùv
 ßOWIITOS fV Tfi ;P
1J.CfI. 
1 The occurrence of this passage relative to regeneration in the 
Pseuùo-Clementine IIomilies (Horn. xi. 26), with the same deviations 
from Jolm that are found in Justin's quotation, was made an argument 
to prove that both writers must Ilave taken it from some other Gospel 
-the Gospel of tIle Hebrews. But the addition8 to the passage in the 
llomilies, and the omission of the part concerning the impossibility 
of a second physical birth,-points of difference between Justin and 
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The fact of Justin's acquaintance with John's 
Gospel, however, does not rest solely upon the evi- 
dence afforded by the citation of isolated passages. 


the Homilies,--are quite as marked as the points of resemblance, 
which may be an accidental coincidence. The deviations in Justin's 
citation from the original in John are easily explained. They 3re 
chiefly due to the confusion of the phraseology of tllis passflge with 
that of John iii. 5 and Matt. xviii. 3,-than which nothing was more 
natural. Similar inaccuracies, and from a similar cause, in quoting 
John iii. 3, are not uncommon nOly. That Justin uses the compound 
verb ÙVUYfVVÚW, is because he had found occasion to use the same 
verb just before in the context, and because this had become the cur- 
rent term to designate regeneration. 
Baur in one place adduces John iii. 4 as an instance of the ficti- 
tious ascription to the Jews, on the part of the author of this Gospel, 
of incredible m;sunderstandings of tlle words of Jesus. If this be so, 
surely Justin must be indebted to John for the passage. Anxious to 
a\"oid this conclusion, and app3rently forgetting what he had said 
before, Baur, in another passnge of the same wo'1'7c affirms that this 
same expression is borrowed alike by the author of John and by 
Justin from the Gospel of the IJebrews! See Baur's Kanoni8chc 
E
'angelien, pp. 290, 300, compared with pp. 352, 353. There were 
two or three other citations, however, in the Homilies, in which it was 
claimed that the same deviations are found as in corresponding cita- 
tions in .Justin. But if this circumstance lent any pl:lUsibility to the 
pretence that these passages in Justin were drawn from some other 
document than the canonical JolIn, this plausibility vanishes and the 
question is set at rest by the publication of Dressers ed. of the 
Homilies. This edition gives tho concluding portion, not found in 
Cotelerius, and we are thus furnished (Hom. xix. 22, compo John ÍX. 
2, 3) with an undenied and undeniable quotation from John. This 
makes it evident that Horn. iii. 52 is a citation of John x. 9, 27, and 
also removes all doubt as to the source whence the quotation of 
John iii. 3 was derived. The similarity of the IJomiIies to Justin, in 
the few quotations referred to above, is probably accidental; if not, it 
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In his doctrine of the Logos and of the Incarnation, 
and in the terms under which the person of the 
Saviour is characterized, are indub
table 111arks of a 
familiarity with John. This peculiar type of thought 
and expression pervades the whole theology of Justin. 
'Ve can hardly doubt that it was derived by hilll frOln 
an authoritative source. In one passage, Justin di- 
rectly attributes the truth of the Incarnation, "that 
Christ becmne man by the Yirgin," to the l\Ielnoirs. 1 
Are we to believe that this whole J ohanneal1 type of 
doctrine was found in SOlne unknown Gospel, which 
in Justin's day was read in the Christian congregations 
in city and country, but was suddenly displaced by 
aJlother Gospel having just the Saine doctrinal peculi- 
arity; a change which, if it took place at all, HUIS t 
have occurred in the later years of Justin's life, and in 
the youth of Irenaeus? .And yet Irenaeus knew 
nothing of it, had no suspicion that the fourth Gos- 


simply proves that J ustill was in the hands of their author. This may 
easily be supposed. The date of the llomilics is in the neighbor- 
hood of 170. See on these points :Me,yer's Einl., s. 10. Bleek, s. 228. 
Semisch, H)3 seq. 
1 .Dial. c. T1.yph., c. 105. The explicit reference to the Memoirs is 
grammatically connected only with the clause which we have cited 
above, find not with the entire sentence, as lIas been frequently snp- 
posed. Yet, it is scarcely doubtful that the whole conception of 
Christ, of wldch t1lÏs clause was a part, was derived from the same 
source. "For I ha,"e proved," says Justin, "that he [Christ] was the 
only-begotten of the Father of :ùl tLing
, being properly begotten 
by Him 3S his Word and Power, "-here follows the clause, with the 
reference to the Memoirs, which is quoted above. 
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pel had any author but John, or that the fixed and 
sacred number four was made up by so recent an 
intruder! 
The value of this testÏ1nony of Justin is evinced 
by the various and incongruous hypotheses which have 
been resorted to, for the purpose of undermining it. l 
But all now admit (what ought never to have been 
displlted) that under the name of l\Iemoirs he refers to 
no single Gospel exclusively, but to a number of 
Gospels. It is admitted, also, that among them were 
the Gospels of l\Iatthew, l\Iark, and Luke. But the 
IVlen10irs were by " Apostles and their Companions." 
Besides l\Iatthew, Justin's collection n1ust necessarily 
have embraced one other apostle. 'Vhose work was 
this but that of John? No other work which 
pretended to emanate from an apostle can supply the 
vacant place. No evidence which is worth considera- 
tion points to any other; no other ever had the 
CUITency which Justin ascribes to the documents to 


1 We have not thought it necessary to refute lliIgenfeld's hypo- 
thesis, that one of Justin's principal authorities was the apocryphal 
Gospel of Peter. (See Hilgenfeld, Die Ðvangelien Justin's, 1850, s. 
259 seq.) This Gospel IIi1genfeld assumes to have been tIle basis of 
the canonical Gospel of Mark,-a groundless assumption, resting 
upon a misioterpretation of Papias, who refers to the canonical 
Gospel it
elf, and not to any unknown work out of which t.his 
Gospel is thought to have grown. The idea that the Gospel of 
Peter, a book so insignificant and so litt1e known in the early clmrcll, 
was one of the authoritative documents of Justin I The proofs 
which lIilgenfeld aùùuces, are, in our judgment, far-fetched and des- 
titute of force. 



EXTERNAL EVIDENCE: JUSTIN. 


55 


which he refers. 'Vhen we find in Justin, therefore, 
the same designation of the authors of his Gospels,- 
"Apostles and their Companions,"-which Irenaeus 
and Tertullian use to denote the four canonical 
writers, llûw can we resist the conviction that these 
are the writers to whom he, as well as they, refer? 
" The manner," says Norton, "in which .Justin speaks 
of the character and authority of the books to which 
he appeals, proves these books to h:we been the 
Gospels. 'llhey carried with them the authority of the 
Apostles. They were those writings frOll1 which he 
and other Christians derived their knowledge ûf the 
history and doctrines of Christ. ffhey were relied 
upon by him as primary and decisive evidence in his 
explanation
 of the character of Christianity. 'fhey 
were regarded as sacred books. They were read in 
the assemblies of Christians on the Lord's Day, in 
connection with the Prophets of the Old 'festament. 
Let us now consider the manner in which the Gos- 
pels were regarded by the contemporaries of Justin. 
Irenaeus was in the vigor of life before J ustill' s death; 
and the same was true of lllany thousands of Chris- 
tians living when Irenaeus wrote. 13ut he tells us 
that the four Gospels are the four pillars of the 
church, the foundation of Christian faith, written by 
those who had first orally preached the gospel, by 
two apostles and two companions of apostles. It 
is incredible that Irenaens and Justin should have 
spoken of different books." "\Vhen" we find Ire- 
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naeus, the contemporary of Justin, ascribing the same 
character, the same authority, and the san1e authors, 
as are. ascribed by Justin, to the !\Iemoirs quoted by 
him, which were called Gospels, there can be no rea- 
sonable doubt that the 
ienlOirs of Justin were the 
Gospels of Irenaeus." 1 
But we have testimonies to the genuineness of 
the fourth Gospel prior even to Justin. The first of 
these we have to lnention is Papi3s, who flourished in 
the first quarter of the second century. He wrote a 
work in five books entitled "An Explication of the 
Oracles of the Lord," in the composition of which he 
depended mainly on unwritten traditions which he 
gathered up in conversation with those who had heard 
the apostles. Eusebius states that "he lnade use of 
testimonies from the First Epistle of John." 2 That 
this Epistle and the fourth Gospel are fro111 the same 
author, has been, it is true, called in question by 
the Tübingen critics. But if internal evidence has 
allY weight, is ever entitled to any regard, we lnust 
conclude, in agreelnent with the established, universal 
opinion, that both these writings have a common 
author. In style, in language, in spirit, in tone, 
they have the closest resemblance; and to ascribe this 
resemblance in either case to the imitation of a coun- 
terfeiter, is to give him credit for an unequalled 


1 Gen. of the Gospels, V 01. I. pp. 237-239. 
2 Euseb., Lib. III. c. 39. 
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refinement of cunning. 1 So that the testimony of 
Papias to the first Epistle is like,';rise evidence of the 
genuineness of the Gospel. The attempt is made, 
indeed, to invalidate this testimony by the suggestion 
that possibly Eusebius gives, in this instance, simply 
au inference of his own from passages in Papins 
which that author himself may not have referred 
to John. But this suggestion rests upon no proof, 
and has not the force of a probability, in view of the 
explicit assertion of Eusebius. The Tübingen critics 
nmke much of the circumstance that Papias is not 
said by Eusebius to have nlade use of John's Gospel; 
but until we know what particular end Papias had in 
view in his allusions to New Testanlent books, this 
silence is of no weight. That he did acknowledge 
the .First Epistle of John, demonstrates that he also 
knew and acknowledged the Gospel. rrurning to the 
Apostolic :Fathers, we find not a few expressions, 
especially in the Ignatian Epistles, which remind us 
of pa

ages peculiar to John; but in general we 
cannot he certain that these expressions were not. 
drawn from oral tradition. Yet in son1C cases they 
are much more natul'al1y attributed to the fourth 
Gospel, and in one instance this can hardly bt' 
avoided. Polycarp, in his epistle to the Philippinns, 
says: "for everyone who does not confess that Jesus 


I On the certainty that the first Epistle was written l1Y the 
author of the Gospel, see De Wettc's Einl. in da8 N. 1ì.stllmo,t, 
i 177 8. 
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Christ is come in the flesh is antichrist." 1 The 
resemblance of language to 1 John iv. 3 is striking; 
but a thought which in that form is so peculiar to 
this canonical epistle, being, as it were, the core of 
the type of doctrine which it presents, can hardly, 
when found in Polycarp, an immediate pupil of John, 
be referred to any other author. 2 Another and still 
earlier testimony is attached to the fourth Gospel 
itself (John xxi. 24). This passage purports to come 
from another hand than that of the author, of whom 
it says: "'lce know that his testimony is true." It 
has been attached to the Gospel, as far as \\Te are able 
to determine, frOlll the time when it was first put 
in circulation. If it be not part and parcel of a 
flagrant iUlposition, it proves the work to have been 
written by the beloved disciple. 
An important part of the external evidence for 
the genuineness of the fourth Gospel, is the tacit 
or express acknowledgment of the fact by the various 
heretical parties of the second century. Significant, 
in connection with this point, is the circumstance that 
the Artemonites, the party of Unitarians who came 
forward in Rome near the end of the second century, 
did not think of disputing the apostolical origin 
of that Gospel to which their opponents were indebted 
for their strongest weapons. Had the fourth Gospel 


1 1râ
 yàp 

 fLu p.q óP.O'Xoy
 '!1JCTOVV XptUTòU lu CTapKì f^1J'Xv':JÉua" 
àJlnXPLUTó
 fun. Ad Phil. 7. 
2 Meyer's Einl., s. õ. 
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first been heard of within the lifetime of the old lnen 
then liying in tIle Roman church, we should look for 
an attack frOln this Cnitarian party, ,,110 did not lack 
ability, upon its authority. But no doubt of this 
kind was expressed. From the di5putes which agi- 
tated the middle part of the century, however, the 
argument we have to present is mainly derived. If 
the fourth Gospel was acknowledged to be the work 
of John by 
Iarcion) the Valentil1ian Gnostics as 
well as their opponents, and at the epoch of the 
l\Iontanistic controversy, the most skeptical must give 
up the attempt to bring dmyn into the second or 
third quarter of the second century the date of its 
authorship.. 
1Ye begin with l\larcion. l\larcion was a native of 
Pontus, and came to Rome about the year 130. In 
his enthusiastic and one-sided attaclllnent to Paul's 
doctrine, he exaggerated the contrast of law and 
gospel into an absolute repugnance and contrariety, 
rejected the Old Testament, regarding the God of 
the Old 'festament as an inferior Divinity, hostile to 
the 
upreme Reing, and consequently was led to make 
up a canon of 1\ ew Testament writings to suit 
himself. IIis Gospel, as the church Fathers testify, 
,vas a mutilated copy of Luke, so altered as to answer 
to his peculiar tenets. The priority of our Luke 
to ßIarcion's Gospel is now generally allowed, even 
by the TÜbingcn critics who bad prcviously taken the 
oppositc ground. Thcre is, indeed, no room for doubt 
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in reference to this fact. Not only is l\tlarcion known 
to have altered the Pauline Epistles to conforIn them 
to his opinions, but the fragments of his Gospel 
which have been preserved, are plainly the product of 
an alteration of corresponding passages in our third 
Gospel. But our present inquiry relates to J ohu. 
'Vas IVlarcion acquainted with the fourth Gospel? 
The negative has been stoutly Inaintained by the 
school of Baur, in opposition, however, to decided 
proof. 'Ve learn fronl Tertullian that l\Iarcion re- 
jected John's Gospel-a fact which implies its exist- 
ence and general reception; and Tertullian explains 
his motive in this procedure. Tertullian says: "But 
l\Iarcion having got the Epistle of Paul to tlw 
Galatians, who blames the apostles thelnselves, as not 
walking uprightly, according to the truth of the 
gospel, and also charges SOlne false apostles with per- 
verting the gospel of Christ, sets himself to u;eake7l the 
credit 0/ those Gospels which are trill!! such, aud are 
published under the name of apostles, or likewise of 
apostolicaI 111en." 1 rrhat is to say, conceiving, like the 


1 Sed enim 
rarcion nactus epistoIam Pauli ad GaJatas, etiam ipsos 
apostolus suggillantis ut non recto pede incedentes ad veritatem 
evangelii, simal et accusantis pseudapostolos quosdam pervertentes 
evangclium Christi, connititur ad destruendum statum eorum evange- 
liorum quae propria et sub apostolorum nomine eduntl1I., .el etiam 
:lpostolicorum, ut scilicet fidem, quam iIlis adimit, suu conferat. Adt,. 
_lfarcion., Lib. IV. c. 3. This accounts for his not selecting John'R 
Gospel instead of Luke. His zeal for Paul, w11Ïch was attended with 
hostility to the other Apostles, was 11Ïs 'prime characteri
tic. 
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1l1Odern school of Baur, that there was a hostility 
between Peter, Janles, and John on thq, one hand, 
and Paul on the other, and making himself a partisan 
of Paul, he rejected everything that came frmn 
them. Tertullian Inakes it clear that by "the Gos- 
pels published under the name of apostles or likcwise 
of apostolicallnen,H he intends the four of our canon. l 
Hence the Gospels which he says were rejected 
by )Iarcion nlust be 1\1 atthew, l\1ark, and John. 
Again, Tertullian, speaking of the adoption by 
1ar. 
cion of Luke's Gospel alone, says: "Now, since it is 
known that these (l\1atthew, 
1ark, and John) have 
also (as well as Luke) been in the churches, why has 

Iarcion not laid hands on these also, to be corrected 
if they were corrupt, or received if incoTIl1pt? JJ 2 
Tertullian would convict 
Iarcion of an inconsistency 
in laying aside the other Gospels,3 not pretending 
to purge them of fancied con'uptions, and yet not 
receiving them. Once more, in regard to a certain 
opinion of l\Iarcion, Tertullian says, addressing 1\1ar- 
cion, that if he did not reject some and corrupt others 
of the scriptures which contradict his opinion, thc 


1 Adv. Ma'rcion., Lib .IV. c. 2. "Denique nobis fidem ex apostoliiJ 
Ioannes ot Yatthaeus insinl1ant, ex apostolicis Lucas et 
rarcus in- 
staurant," etc. 
S Adv. Jfarcion., Lib. IV. c. 5. u Igitur dum con stet haec quoque 
spud ecclcsias fuisse, cur non haec quoque Marcion attigit ant emell- 
d:mdn, si aduIterata, aut ngnosccnda, si integra?" etc. 
· U Quod omissis eis Lucae potius institerit." Ibid. 
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Gospel of John would convict hiln of error. l The 
correctness of Tertullian in thrse statements. has been 
impeached, but he had taken pains to inform himself 
concerning the life and opinions of Marcion, and there 
is no good ground for charging him here with error. 
His accuracy is confinned by the explanation he gives 
of the origin of )Iarcion's hostility to the apostles, as 
proceeding frOll1 his wrong view of the passage in 
Galatians. 'Ve must conclude, therefore, that when 
1\Iarcion brought forward his doctrine, the fourth 
Gospel was extant, the acknowledged work of John. 
The general reception of John as an apostolic 
work preceded the Valentinian Gnosticism. Valen- 
tinus, the author of the most vast and complete of 
all the fabrics of Gnostic speculation, came to Rome 
about the year 140. That the Gospel of John was 
admitted to be genuine, and used as such, by his 
party, is well known. Irenaeus speaks of the Valen- 
tinians as lnaking the most abundant use .of John's 
Gospel: eo quod est secundmn J ohannem plenissime 
utentes. 2 Heracleon, one of the followers of Valen- 
tinus, wrote a comn1entary upon John's Gospel, from 
which Origen in his work upon John frequently 


1 " Si scripturas opinioni tuae resistentes non de industria alias re- 
iecisses, alias corrupisses, coufudisset te in hac specie evangelium 
Joannis," etc. De Carne Ohristi, c. 3. For other passages to the same 
effect from Irenaeus and Tertullian, see De Wette's Einl. in d. .J.Y. T. 
S 'l2 c. Anm. d. 
I AdD. Haer., Lib. III. c. 11. 
 7. 
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quotes. l Ptolemaeus, another follower, expressly 
designates the Prologue of J oho as the work of the 
apostle, and puts his own forced explanation upon 
its contellts. 2 The precise date of Heracleon and 
Ptolemaeus we cannot determine, but they must 
have written not far frOtH the middle of the century. 
But did Valentin us himself know and acknowledge 
the fourth Gospel as the work of John? This we 
might infer with great probability from its accept- 
ance by Heracleon and his other followe
's. 'Ve 
should draw the same conclusion from the silence 
of Ircnacus as to any rejection of J oh11's Gospel hy 
Valentinus, and from his statement as to the use 
of it hy the school in general. l\Ioreover, rrertullian 
contrasts Valentinus and l\Iarcion in this very partic- 
ular, that whereas the latter rejected the Scriptures, 
the formcr built up his system upon perverse inter- 


1 The passages in llcracIeon referred to by Origen are colIectcd 
in Grabe's Spicilcgium, VoL II., and in Stieren's cd. of Irenaeus, I. 
938-971. 
2 Epist. ad Floram, c. 1, ape Epiph. Haer., xxxiii. 3. Sce Grabe's 
Spicilcgium, II. 70, 2d ed., or Stieren's Irenaeus, I. 92-1. 
The work which passes under the name of Excel'[Jta T1Leodoti, or 
Doctrina Orientalis, a compilation from the writings of Theodotus and 
other Gnostics of the second century, contains numerous extracts from 
one or more writers of the Valentinian school, in which the Gospel 
of John ia quotcd and commented upon ns the work of the apostle. 
See particularly cc. 6, 7. These Excerpta are commonly printed with 
the works of Clement of Alexandria j they are also fuund in Fabri- 
cius, Bíbl. Graeca, VoL V., and in Bunsen's Analecta Ante-lticaena, 
V 01. I. 
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pretation. Valentinus, he says, did not adjust the 
Scriptures to his material-his doctrine-but his 
n1aterial to the Scriptures.! l\Iarcion 111ade havoc 
of the Scriptures; Valentinus autem pepercit. And 
'fertullian says, directly, that Valentinus l1mkes US8 
of the whole instrulnent, i. e. canonical Gospels. 
'rertullian's phraseology has been sometimes enone- 
ously supposed to indicate doubt upon this point. 
He has been translated as follows: "for if V alentinus 
appears (videtur) to Inake use of the entire il1strulnent 
(i. e. oúr Scriptures), he has done violence to the 
truth with a not less artful spirit than l\Iarcion." 2 
'V ere this the exact sense of the passage, the videtllJ" 
111ight naturally be considered the concession of an 
adversary, 'rertul1iall not being aùle to charge his 
opponent with the actual rejection of any of the 
Gospels, however telnpted by polemical feeling to 
throw out such an imputation. But the terlll 'cideri 
is frequently used in the writings of rfertullian, not 
in the sense of "seem," but "to be seen," "to be 
fully apparent ;" and such we are persuaded is its 
nleaning in the present passage. 3 But aside from 


1 "V alentinus autcm pepercit, quoniam non ad materiam scrip- 
turas excogitavit..... auferens proprietates s:ngulorum quoqne 
verborum." De Praescript. Haeret., c. 38. 
II "N eque enim si Valentinus integro instrumento uti videtur, 
non callidiore ingenio quam Marcion manus intulit veritati." De 
Praescript., c. 38. 
II Compo Tert. Adl'- Prax., c. 26, 29; Ad?). Marc., iv. 2 ; De Omt., 
c. 21; Apol., c. 19; Adv. Jud., c. ó, quoted from Is. i. 12. 
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this evidence, we are furnished with direct proof of 
the fact that Valentin us used and acknowledged 
the Gospel of John, through the lately-found work of 
lIippolytus. IIippolytus wrote the "Refutation of 
all Heresies" in the earlier part of the third century. 
lIe devotes considerable space to the systems of 
V alentinus and the Valentinians, which he traces to 
the mathematical speculations of Pythagoras and 
Plato. In the course of his discussion, referring to 
Valentinus, he writes as follows: "All the prophets 
and the law spoke frOlll the demiurg, a foolish god, 
he says--fools, knowing nothing. On this account 
it is, he (V alentinus ) says, that the Saviour says: 
'all that came before me are thieves and robbers.'" 1 
The passage is obviously taken from John x. 8. 
The pretension of the TÜbingen critics that the 
author here ascribes to the master what belongs to 
his pupils, is improbable; since IIippolytus, while 
coupling Valentinus and his followers together in 
cases where their tenets agree, knows how carefully 
to distinguish the different phases of belief in the 
schools. rrhe peculiarities of the Italian Valentin. 
ians, IIeracleon anù Ptolemaeus, of the oriental 
V alentinians, A
ionikus and Ardcsianes, and the 
special opinions of other individuals of the party, 
are definitely characterized. ".,. e have in their dis- 
position of this case a specimen of the method of 


1 Hippolytus (Duncker and Sclmeidewin'g ed.), Lib. VI. c. 35. 
5 
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reasoning adopted by Balu' and his followers. I-lip- 
polytus, we are told, may have attributed to Valen- 
tinns what helongs only to his pupils. Granted, 
he lllay have done so. rfhe supposition is possible. 
But what is the evidence that in this instance he 
did so? 'Ve are to assume that he is right until 
he is proved to be wrong. 'Ve are not arguing 
about what is possible or impossible; but we are 
discussing points where probable reasoning alone is 
applicable. So, these critics tell us it is possible 
that Polycarp quoted an anonymous sentence current 
at the time, which is also taken up into the first 
epistle bearing the name of John. It is possible 
that this or that writer drew his passage fron1 some 
lost apocryphal work. The possibility we grant, 
for in these matters demonstration is of course pre- 
cluded. But the suggestion of a lllere possibility 
on the opposite side against a presumptive, natural, 
and probable inference, cannot pass for argulnent. 
'Vhen we look at the interior structure of the 
systenl of Valentinus, we find that the characteristic 
terms employed by J olm are wrought into it, some 
of them being attached as names to the aeons which, 
in a long series of pairs, constitute the celestial 
hierarchy. Among these pairs are such as fLO}'ort}'
; 
and (l},J;{}ua, ÂÓì'O; and 
6J1í. ffhe artificial and 
fantastic scheme of Valentinus, so in contrast with 
the simplicity of \ John, wears the character of a 
copy and caricature of the latter. That it has this 
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relation to John we cannot, to be sure, dcmonstrate ; 
for it may be contended that both the Gnostic and 
the author of the fourth Gospel took up current 
tenns and conceptions, each writer applJing them 
to suit his own purpose. But the freshness and 
apparent originality of John's llse of this language, 
not to speak of the other proofs in the case, are 
decidedly against this theory of Baul'. 'Yhen we 
bring together all the itelns of evidence which bear 
on the point, we feel warranted to conclude with 
confidence that not only Ptolemaeus and the other 
disciples of Valentinus, but also their n1aster, alike 
with his opponents, acknowledge the apostolic author- 
sllip of the Gospel. l rrhrough Hippolytus ,ve are 
providcd with another nlOst important witness in the 
person of Basilides, the other pron1Ïnent Gnostic 
lcader, who taught at Alexandria in the second quar- 
ter of the second century. Among the proof-tc'x.ts 
which Hippolytus states that Basilides employed, 
are John i. g: "This was the true light that lightcth 
every man that cometh into the world;" anù John 
ii. 4: "
Iy hour is not yet come." 2 In the passage 
in IIippolytus containing these quotations ascribed 
to Basilicles, and in the closest conncction with thcm, 
stand his essential principles and characteristic ex- 
pressions; so that the suggestion of a confounding 
of master and pupils on the part of IIippolytus has 


1 See Scbneider, s. 35. 


II Hippo!., Lib. VII. cc. 22, 27. 
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not the shadow of a support. In connection with 
this piece of evidence, we may advert to the state- 
lllent of Agrippa Castor, a contemporary of Basilides, 
that he wrote "twenty-four books on tlte Gospel." 1 
It has been rendered highly probable that this denotes 
a conllnentary on the four Gospels. 2 The same 
expression-" the Gospel" -it will be remembered, 
is used by Justin Martyr, as well as by the Fathers 
subsequent to him, for the Gospels collectively. 
How widely extended was the knowledge and 
use of the fourth Gospel among the heretics of the 
second century, is further illustrated by the numerous 
quotations that were luade from it by the Ophites 
or N aasseni, and the Peratae, which are preseryed 
by Hippolytus. 3 
'Ve have to touch upon one other movelnent in 
the second century, tIle cont.roversies connected with 

iontanism. The main features of l\Iontallislll were 
the Chiliasm, or expectation of the Saviom.'s n1Íllennial 
reign and speedy advent, and the prophecy or ecstatic 
inspiration. In the millennial doctrine, as well as 
in the belief in the continued miraculous gifts of 
the Spirit, there is a striking reselnblance between 
the 
Iontanists and the followers of Edward Irving. 
"r e cannot say how far 
IontaniEm professed to 
found itself on John's Gospel, because we know not 


1 Euseb., Lib. IV. c. 7. 
2 See Norton's Gen. of the Gospels, Vol. III. p 238. 
3 Hippol., Lib. V. cc. 7, 8, 9, 12, 16, 17. 
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precisely when in the development of the sect the 
dainl to the presence of the Paraclete, in this form, 
was set up. 'Ve allude to 1Iontanism, therefore, to 
speak of a certain party that opposed it. Irenaeus 
speaks of some who, in their opposition to the re- 
cent effusions of the Divine Spirit upon men, do not 
accept of the Gospel of John, "in which the Lord 
promised that he would send the Paraclete, but at 
the same time reject both the Gospel and the pro- 
phetic Spirit." 1 Shortly before, he had spoken of 
some who would fain exhibit themselves in the 
character of searchers for truth, possibly referring 
to this same class. Epiphanius describes a class of 
zealous opponents of l\lontanism, who were probably 
the same mentioned by Irenaeus. Epiphanius styles 
them Alogi, as opposing the Logos Gospel. They 
maintained that the Gospel of John did not agree 
with the other three Gospels, in regard to various 
points in the life of Christ,-as in the omission of 
the forty days' temptation, and in the number of 
passovers he is said to have kept. 2 Their opposition, 


I Ircnaeus, Lib. III. 11. 9. Let the reader mark that this is the 
only allusion to ß rejection of the fourth Gospel] as not by John, 
which we find in finy writer before the latter part of the fourth cen- 
tury. The party to which Irenaeus refers consisted probably of a 
few eccentric individuals] who attracted no attention, and none of 
whose names are preserved. Moreover] as we have remarked abo\"'e, 
any "light weight which their opposition could be conceived to have, 
is neutralized by their equal opposition to the Apocalypse. 

 For a fnIl explication of the character of the Alogi as they are ùe- 
scriLed by Epiphanius and Irenaeus] sce Schneider] 8. 38 et seq. 
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however, is really an argument for the genuineness 
of John. It shows the general acknowledgment of . 
this Gospel at the tilne when they made their opposi- 
tion, which was not long after the middle of the 
second century. It proves that their opponents, the 
l\Iontanist.s, and the Church generally, received it. 
l\Ioreover, their groundless ascription of the Gospel 
to Cerinthus is a valuable testilnony from thenl to 
its age; for Cerinthus was a contemporary of John. 
Bmu's unfounded praise of the critical spirit of this 
insignificant party, is strange, considering that they 
also rejected the Apocalypse, which he holds to be 
the genuine work of John, and that they ascribed 
both the Apocalypse and the Gospel to the same 
author. It seems probable that the Alogi were led by 
their strong hostility to the l\Iontanist.ic enthusiasm to 
dislike the fourth Gospel when l\Iontanism claÌ1ned to 
find a ,,-arrant for itself in the promise of the Spirit, 
and OIl this doctrinal ground, making use also of the 
apparen t historical differences between the fourth Gos- 
pel and the other three, they rejected it. Precisely 
what was the nature and reason of thcir opposition 
to the doctrine of the Logos we know not; but their 
feeling on this subject accords with their rationalistic 
turn of mind. The circumstances of their opposition, 
as we see, are a strong indirect argument for the an- 
tiquity and genuineness of the Gospel they rejected. 1 . 


1 We are also entitled to cite Celsus as a witness to the fourth 
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Before we leave this topic-tbe use of the fourth 
Gospel by the heretics-we ask our readers to con- 
sider the full weight of the argument that is founùed 
upon it. The great doctrinal battle of the Church 
in the second century was with Gnosticism. The 
struggle with this first heresy of a Gentile origin 
had its beginnings early. The germs of it are dis- 
tinctly perceived in the Apostolic Age. At the 
n1iddle of the second cenÌlu'y, the conflict with these 
elaborate systems of error was raging. By Justin, 
the Valentinians, the Basilideans, the 
Iarcionites 
(followers either of 
Iarcus or of. l\Iarcion), and 
other Gnostic sects, are denounced as warmly as by 


Gospel. The date of Celsus is about the middle of the second cen- 
tury. He profcssed to derive his statements concerning the evan- 
gelic:!l history fwm the writings of the disciples of Christ. The 
great body of his statements arc plainly founded on passages in our 
canonical Go:;:pels, especially in 1fatthew. But Celsus speaks of 
Christ being called by his disciples the "Vi
 ord. He speaks of the 
blooa which flowed from the body of Jesus,-a circumstance pecu- 
liar to John's narmti,"e. He also says: "To tbe sepulchre of Jesus 
there came two angels, as is said by some, or, as by others, one 
only." Matthew ana )[ark mention one only, Luke and .John two. 
Again. Celsus gives tho Christian narrative of the Resurrection as 
containing the fact that Christ, "after he was dCßd, mose, and 
showed the marks of his punishment, Dnd how his hana
 llad been 
piercea." This circumstance is recoral.:a only in J olm xx. 27. It is 
indeea "pos!'iLle," as :Meyer suggests, that Cclsus found these things 
in apocryphal gospels, but the probability is the other way. .MeYel. 
should not 11:1\'0 so lightly valned the testimony afforded by Celsus. 
These pa!'1sages from Origen against Celsns may be founa in Larùner, 
V 01. VII. PI'. 220, 221 and 239. To the testimony of the Clementine 
lIomilies we havo before 3dverted. 
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Irenaeus and his contemporaries.} And by both 
of the parties in this wide-spread conflict, by the 
Gnostics and the church theologians, the fourth 
Gospel is accepted as the work of Jo11n, without a 
lisp of opposition or of doubt. If the fourth Gospel 
originated as the Tübingen school pretend, it ap- 
peared in the 1uidst of this distracted period; it was 
cast into the midst of this tumult of controversy. 
'Vìth what incredible skill must this anonymous 
writer have proceeded, to be able to frame a system 
which should not iInmediately excite hostility and 
cause his false pretensions to be challenged! flow 
can we suppose that a book, appearing for the first 
time at such an epoch, having of necessity so close a 
bearing on the great themes of controversy, and 
claiming to be the production of an apostle, would 
encounter no denial? The acknowledgment of this 
Gospel, both by the Gnostic who was obliged to 
pervert its teachings through forced interpretations, 
and by the orthodox theologian, furnishes an iITesisti- 
ble argument for its genuineness. 


Thus far we have dealt, for the luOst part, with 
those isolated passages of the early writers wherein 
the existence and authoritative standing of John's 
Gospel are presupposed. Not all t11ese separate 
items of evidence are of equal strength. Together 
they constitute an irrefragable argument. And yet 


J Dial. c. Tryph., c. 32. 
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the main, most convincing argument for the genuine- 
ness of this Gospel, is drawn fron1 the moral impossi- 
bility of discrediting, in such a case, the tradition 
of the early Church. Let us consider for a morncnt 
the cl1aracter of this argument. 
"r e bcgin with observing that., on lnatters of 
fact in which l11en are interested, and to which, 
therefore, their attention is drawn, and in regard to 
which there are no causes strongly operating to blind 
the judgnlent, the evidence of tradition is, within 
reasonable lÎlnits of time, conclusive. An individual 
, may perpetuate his testÏ1nony through the instru- 
mentality of one who long survives hinl. The testi- 
mony of a generation may in like manner be trans- 
n1Ìttcd to, and through, the generation that COUles 
after. Next to the testimony of one's own senses 
is the testimony of another person ,yhOn1 we know to 
be trustworthy. And where, instead of one individ- 
ual handing over his knowledge to a single successor, 
there is a multitude holding this relation to an equal 
or greater number after them, the force of this kind 
of evidence is proportionalJly augmcnted. l\Ioreo\"er, 
the several generations do not pass away, like the 
successive platoons of a marching army, but the 
young and the old, the youth and octogenarian, arc 
found together in eyery community; so that upon 
any transaction of public importance that has occluTc(l 
during a long period in the past, witnesses a..e 
always at hand who can either speak from pcrsOJld 
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knowledge or frOll1 testiulony directly given thelll by 
individuals with whom they were in early life familiar. 
Few persons who have not specially attended to 
the subject, are aware how long _ a period is some- 
tilues coyered by a very few links of traditional testi- 
mony. Lord Call1pbeU, in his Lives of the Chancel- 
lors, remarks of himself, that he bad seen a person 
who had seen a spectator of the execution of Charles 
I., ill IG49. A single link separated Lord Campbell 
from the eyewitness of an event occurring upwards of 
two hundred years before. Suppose this interven- 
ing witness to be known by Lord Campbell to be a 
discrÏ111inating and trustworthy person, anù we have 
testimony that is fully credible. 'Ve borrow two 
examples from :ß1r. Palfrey's excellent IIistory of 
New England. The first relates to the preservation 
of the knowledge of the landing-place of the Pilgrims. 
Plynlouth Rock, says the Historian, "is now imbedded 
in a ,,,-barf. 'Vhen this was about to be built, in 
1741, Elder Thomas Faunce, then uinety -one :years 
old, CaIne to visit the rock, and to remonstrate against 
its being exposed to injury; and he repeated what 
he had heard of it from the first planters. Elder 
Faunce's testimony was transmitted through il1rs. 
'YIÜte, who died in 1810, ninety-five years. olù, and 
Deacon EphraÏ1n Spooner, who died in 1818, at thc 
age of eighty-tluee." 1 In another place, 1\11'. Palfrey 


1 Palfrey's fIlst. of J.Y. England, V 01. I. p. 171. N. 3. 
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has occasion to observe: "'Yhen Josiah Quincy, of 
Boston, 'vas tweh e or thirteen years old, Nathanael 
Appleton was still n1Ïnister of Cambridge, and n 
preacher in the Boston ptùpits; Appleton, born in 
Ipswich in 16ü3, had often sat, it is likely, on the 
knees of Governor Bradstreet, who was his fnthees 
neighbor; and Bradstreet came from England, in 
John 'Yinthrop's company, in 1G30. Eyes that had 
seen mcn who lwd seen the founders of a cis atlantic 
England, have looked also on New England a.s she 
presents herself to-day." 1 
Ir. Quincy died in 1864. 
Every man of seventy who can unite his memory 
with the mcmories of the individuals who had attained 
the same age when he was young, can go hack 
through a period of more than a hundred years. lIc 
can state what was recollected fifty years ago con- 
cerning c'"ents that took place a half century beforc. 
If, in l'cference to a particular fact, we fix the earliest 
age of trustworthy recollection at fifteen, and sup- 
pose each of those, whose luemories are thus united, 
to giye their report at the age of eighty, tlu.re i
' 
covered a period of one hundred and thirty years. 
'Ve can easily think of cascs where, from the charac- 
ter of both the witne
ses, the evidence thus dcrived 
would be entirely conclusive. 
But traditionary evidence had a special security 
and a special strength in the case of the early Christian 


I Palfrey's IIiðt., Vol. III. p. vi. of the I rcfacc. 
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Church. The Church, as 
Iayer forcibly observes, had 
a physical and spiritual continuity of life. There was 
a close connection of its members one with another. 
"Like a stream of water, such a stremn of youths, 
adults, and old nlen is an unbroken whole." The 
Church was a community-an association. A body of 
t11is kind, says l\Iayer, recognizes that which is new as 
new. It is protected frOln imposition. How would it 
be possible, he inquires, for a new Augsburg Confession 
to be palmed upon the Lutheran churches as a docu- 
nlCnt that had long been generally accepted? 
In cstimating the force of this reasoning, we must 
take notice of the nUluber of tbe early Christians. 
We lllust remembcr that at the close of the first 
century Christianity was planted in all the principal 
cities of the Roman Empire. It was in the great 
cities and centres of intercourse, as Jerusalem, Antioch, 
Ephesus, Corinth, Alexandria, Rome, that Christianity 
"Tas earliest established. As early as Nero's persecu- 
tion (A. D. (4) the Christians who were condemned, 
constituted, according to Tacitus, a " great lllultitude." 1 
In Asia l\Iinor, in the tÏ1ne of Trajan, or at the close 
of the century, they had become so numerous that, 
according to Pliny, the heathen temples were almost 
deserted. A century later, making due allowance for 
the rhetorical exaggeration of Tertullian, and not 
depending on him alone, we are certain that the 
number of the Christians had vastly illtùtiplied. In 


1 Ann., 1. xv. c. 44. 



EXTER
AL EVIDENCE. 


77 


every part of the Roman Empire, in all places of con- 
sideration, and even in rural districts, Christian assem- 
blies regularly met for worship. And in all these 
weekly meetings the writings of the apostles were 
publicly read, as we learn from so early a writer as 
Justin l\Iartyr. 
Now we have to look at the Christian churches in 
the second century, and ask if it was possible for a 
history of Christ, falsely pretending to be from the 
pen of the Apostle John, to be brought forward twenty, 
thirty, or forty years after his death, be introduced into 
all the churches east and west, taking its place every- 
where in the public services of Sunday ? 'Vas there 
no one to ask where this new Gospel can1e from, and 
'where it had lain concealed? "\Vas there no onc, of 
the many who had personally known John, to expose 
the gigantic imposture, or even to raise a note of sur- 
prise at the unexpected appearance of so important a 
document, of which they had never heard before? 
IIow was the populous church at Ephesus brought to 
accept this work on the very spot where John had lived 
and died? 
The difficulty, nay the 1110ral impossibility, of sup- 
posing that this Gospel first saw the light in 160 or 
140 or 120, or at any of the dates which are assig1Jed 
by the Ti.ibingen critics,. will be rendered apparent, if 
'" e canùidly look at the subject. 1 'Ve have spoken of 


1 The latest ßS::JDilant of the Genuineness of J oLn, Shcnkel, in his 
work, Das Charakterbild Jesu, places tho date of tbe Gospel from 
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Irenaeus and of his testimony to the undisputed, un- 
doubting reception, by all the churches, of the fourth 
Gospel. If this Gospel first appeared as late as or later 
than 120, how does it happen thfit he had not learned 
the fact frOln the aged presbyters whom he had known 
in Asia 1\Iinor? Irenaens, before becoming bishop, was 
the colleague of Potl1Ïnus at Lyons, who perished as a 
luartyr, having, as -the letter of his church states, 
passed his ninetieth year. Here was a man whose 
active life extended back well
nigh to the very begin- 
ning of the century, who was born before John died. 
Supposing John's Gospel to have appeared as late as 
120, the earliest date admitted by any part ,of the 
skeptical school, Potbinus was then upwards of thirty 
years old. Did this man, who loved Christianity 
so well that he submitted to torture and death for its 
sake, never think to Inention to Irenaeus an event 
of so great consequence as was this late discovery of 
a life of the Lord from the pen of his most beloved 
disciple, and of its reception by the churches? Polyc- 
rates, bishop of Ephesus, at the tilne of his contro- 
versy with Victor, describes himself as being "sixty- 
fiye years of age in the Lord," as having "conferred 


Ä. D. 110-120. This indicates progress in the right direction among the 
sKeptical critics. But as they push back the date, they have to en- 
counter a new source of difficulty. The nearer they approach to the 
time of the Apostle, the greater the number of persons who were 
familiar with him and his circumstances, and the gre
tcr tIle obstacle, 
from this cause, to a successful imposture. It may here be observed 
that Shenkel contributes nothing new on the question before u
. 
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with the brethren throughout the world, and studied 
the whole of the Sacred Scriptures;" as being also of 
a family, seven of whose lnembers had held the office 
of bishop or presbyter. According to his statmnent, 
his own life began as early at least as the year 125, 
while through his family he was directly connected 
with the contemporaries of John. Ilow is it that 
Polycrates appears to have known nothing about this 
late appearance of the w
mderful Gospel which bore 
the name of John, but was the work of a great 
unknown? IIow is it that the family of Polycrates 
either knew nothing of so startling an event, or if they 
knew anything of it preserved an absolute silence? 
Clement of Alexandria had sat at the feet of venerable 
teachers in different countries, of whonl he says that 
they "have lived by the ble;;sing of God to our time, 
to lodge in our luinds the seeds of the ancient and 
apostolic doctrine." FrOln none of these had he 
derived any information of that event, so remarka- 
ble, if we suppose it to have occurred-the sudden 
discovery of a gospel history by the Apostle John, 
of which the Christian world had not before heard. 
J us till says that. in the churches there are many 111en 
and women of sixty and seventy years of age, who 
l:ave been Christians from their youth; and he is 
spea1.ing only of the unmarried class.] 
So at every preceding and snbseque
1t nlOlllent in 
the first half of the second century, there were many 


1 Apol., I. c. 15. 
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old persons in every larger church whose memory went 
back far into the apostolic age. Now if the statement 
of Irenaeus and his contemporaries fiS to the compo- 
sition of the fourth G03pel by the Apostle John 
was false, and this work in rcality saw the light 
not till long after his death, w hen some forger 
offered it for acceptance, how is it possible that 
there should be none to investigate its origin when 
it first appeared, and nom
. afterwards to correct the 
prevalent opinion concerning it ? 
There is no way for the skeptical critic to nleet 
this positive argument, founded on the unanilnous 
voice of tradition, and this negative argument ab 
silentio in refutation of his theory, unless he can prove 
that the Christians of the second century ,,-ere so 
indifferent as to the origin of their scriptures that they 
received whatever n1Íght offer itself to their accept- 
ance, provided the contents were agreeable to their 
doctrines and preposscssions. If there were few or 
none who were either inquisitive or competent to judge 
of the real claims of a book that professed to be an 
authentic and apostolic history of Christ, then an 
imposture of this lnagnitude l11Ïght be successful, 
provided a person were found shrewd and unscrupulous 
enough to undertake it. But how stands the fnct? 
The greater portion of the early Christians were 
undoubtedly from the poorer class. Even these 111USt 
have been deeply interested in obtaining authentic 
accounts of that l\Iaster for whom they were offering 
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up life itself. But they had among thenl trained, 
inquisitive scholars - men educated in the schools 
of philosophy. Justin 
Iartyr and the Greek Apolo- 
gists Dore not liable to the charge of illiteracy. It was 
a titne when Christianity had to answer for itself, as 
well in treatises addressed to the pt{blic magistrate as 
before the civil tribunals. It is, Inoreover, a note- 
worthy fact that the writers bring to the Scriptures the 
test of historical inquiry. They do not ask what book 
is doctrinally acceptable, but what book bears the 

tamp of an apostolic approval. Clelllent lnay bring 
forward a statelnent fronl an apocryphal gospel of the 
-. 
Egyptians, but he is careful to warn the reader that it 
is not containcd in the four Gospels which "have been 
handed do" 11 to us." Irenaeus and Tertullian insist 
only upon tIle historical evidence that the canonical 
Scriptures are apostolic. Nothing but authentic tradi- 
tion is of any weight with them on the question. It is 
true that Schwegler, Strauss, and some other writers are 
in the habit of asserting that the Christians of the first 
ages were wholly uncritical, and were satisfied with the 
clainl of any book to be apostolic, if it seemed edify- 
mg. But scholars need not be told that sweeping 
representations of this nature arc not sustained by 
proof and are grossly exaggerated. Origen, that most 
learned and inquisitive scholar, was born when lrcnacus 
was still in the midst of his activity. The earlier con- 
flicts with Judaizing mId Gnostic heresy which carry 
ns far hack of Irenaeus towards the COIlUUenCCll1cnt 
6 
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of the century, stiInulated Christians to the exercise of 
discrimination in respect to writings which claitned an 
apostolic sanction. Appeal is made to the instance 
of" the partial acceptance, at the end of the second or 
early in the third century, of the Pseudo-Cleluentine 
Homilies. This 
vork, however, was accompanied with 
pretended documents in attestation of its apostolic 
authorship, and with an explanation of the reason why 
it did not sooner appear; 1 and was hence supposed to 
be a genuine work which had been altered and inter- 
IJolatecl by heretics. A few facts of this nature are no 
more sufficient to convict the contemporaries of O;igen, 
Irenaeus, and Justin of utter indifference or heedless- 
ness in respect to the authorship of books, than the 
acceptance of Ossian or the credence given to the 
Shakspcrian forgeries of Ireland suffice to convict the 
eontelnporaries of Porson and J olmsol1 of a like stu- 
pidity. l\Ioreover, the incomparably greater ÎInport- 
ance which belonged to the histories of the life and 
teachings of Christ, in the estimation of the early 
Christians, by the side of such works as the Clmnentiné 
I-Iomilies and Recognitions, destroys the parallel. The 
latter 111ight be accelJted, in certain circles at least, 
with little inquiry; that a deception should be success- 
ful, and universally successful, in the case of the former, 
is inconceivable. All tIle knowledge we have relative 
to the fornlation of the K ew rrestanlcllt canon goes to 
disprove the imputation of carelessness or incompetency 
1 See Gieseler's J{. G., B. I. 285. N.21. 
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brought against the Christians of the second century. 
T'here is proof that the four Gospels of our canon were 
distinguished, as having preënlÏnent authority, frOln 
all other e\Tangelical histories in the early part of the 
second century. All other narratives of the life of 
Christ, including those of the nmny writers of whOln 
Luke speaks in the introduction to his Gospel, as well 
as those of subsequent authors, were discarded, and, 
if used at all, were explicitly treated as not endued 
with authority. Four, and only the four, in the time 
of Irenaeus and Tertullian, were regarded as apostolic 
and canonical. Lechler 1 Inentions an example from 
Eusebius illustrating the feeling of church teachers at 
that time. Serapion, who was bishop of Antioch 
about 190, found in circulation at Rhosse (Orossus), a 
town of Cilicia, an apocryphal gospel called the Go
pe I 
of Peter. I-Ie says in regard to it: ""\V e J brethren, 
receive Peter and the other apostles as Christ himself. 
But those writings which falsely go undcr their name, 
as we are well acquainted with them, we reject, and 
-know also that we have '/lot received such handed down 
to us." 2 This is one expression; but it falls in with 
the whole current of the evidence in relation to the 
tcmper of Irel1aeus and his contemporaries. 


I-Iaving thus sun"eyed the external proofs of the 
genuineness of John, we pass to consider 


1 Studien 11. Erit., 1856. 4. B. 871. 

 Euseb., Lib. VI. c. 12. 
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THE INTERNAL EVIDENCE. 


I. The fourth Gospel claims to be the work of the 
Apostle John; and the manner of this claÏ111 is a 
testÏ1nony to its truth. The author explicitly declares 
himself an eyewitness of the transactions recorded 
by him (i. 14, compared with I John i. 1-3, iv. 14; 
John xix. 35; cOll1pare also xxi. 24.) In the course 
of his narratiye, one of the disciples, instead of being 
referred to by nan1e, is characterized as that " disciple 
whOln Jesus loved" (xiii. 23; xix. 26; xx. 2 seq.; xxi. 
7). In the appendix to the Gospel (xxi. 24 ; compare 
ver. 20) this disciple is declared to be its author. And 
we cannot well explain this circumlocution, except on 
the supposition that the author resorts to it in order to 
avoid the luention of his own name. Kow, who of tIle 
disciples most intimate with Jesus is referred to under 
this description? Not Peter; for Peter is not only 
repeatedly spoken of by his own name, but is expressly 
distinguished frOll1 the disciple in question (xiii. 24; 
xx. 2 seq.; xxi. 7 ; 20 seq.). Not Jan1es; for besides 
the proof derived from the universal supposition of the 
ancient Church, that J mnes was not the person denoted, 
we know that he was put to death early in the apostolic 
age (Acts xii. 2), while we may infer frOln John xxi. 
23, which is otherwise confirmed, that the disciple in 
question nUlst have reached an advanced age. If it be 
granted that the author, whoever he 111ay have been, 
was one of the original disciples, James is excluded, 
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because the Gospel was evidently written later than 
his 
leath.) and out of Palestine. But if the disciple 
whOln Jesus loved is not Peter or James, who can it 
be but John? That the author wOlùd represent him- 
self to be JolIn.) is also strongly suggested by his 
omitting to attach to the name of J ohn (the Baptist) 
the usual appellation ò ßu;?:uún/;.) especially when we 
obsen'e that he is elsewhere careftù, as in t.he case of 
Peter and of J ueIas, to designate precisely the person 
nleant. Supposing the writer to be himself John the 
Evallgelist, and nloreover to have stood, as a disciple, 
in an intimate relation with the Baptist, we haye a 
double reason for his onlÏtting in the case of the latter 
this usual title. The connection of the beloved dis- 
ciple with Peter (xx. 2 seq.; xxi. 7; and also xviii. 15 
seq., where the (1')).0; flu{h(r:Jí; is none other than the 
beloved disciple) is another arglllnent tending to show 
that J olm is nleant; since we find afterwards, in the 
Acts, that J olm and Peter arc closely associated. l 
Indeed, it is held by Baur that the design is to 
lead the readcr to the inference that John is the 
author. l\OW, if we suppose that this infercnee is 
the simple fact, we have in the nlOdest suppression 
of his naIne by John the 11lanifestation of a certain 
delicacy of feeling, which is consonant with the spirit 
of tbe work. It would be connected with its real 
author by those to whom he gave it, without any 


J See also Luke xxii. 8. 
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proclamation on his part of his relation to it; as In 
truth it was ascribed to John frOll1 the outset. On 
the contrary, supposing the Gospel not to be genuine, 
we are obliged to attribute to the autllor a refinc- 
111ent in fraud, an outlay of skill in deception, wholly 
inconsistent with the simplicity and pure tone of this 
Gospel, and not likely to exist in a literary forger. 
Judging fron1 other known specÏ1nens of apocryphal 
literature, and frOlTI the intrinsic probabilities in the 
case, we shOlùd expect of such a fraudtùent writer, 
that he would boldly and openly assume the nmnr 
and apostolic authority of J o11n, instead of leaving 
the authorship to be ascertained in the nIanner we 
have indicated, by a careful inspection and com bina- 
tion of passages. The indirect, 11lodest way, then, 
in wllich the author discovers himself, carries with it 
the unmistakable character of truth. 
2. The truth of this claim of the fourth Gospel 
to have John for its author, is confirm.ed by the 
graphic character of the narrative, the many touches 
characteristic of an eyewitness, and by other indica- 
tions of an immediate knowledge, on the part of the 
writer, of the things he relates. 
In respect to thcse points, which nlark tlle narra- 
tive as the product of an eyewitness and of one 
directly cognizant of the facts, none of the other 
Gospels can be compared with the fourth. 'Ve 
have not in mind here the gencral plan and outline 
of the history, which will be considered under another 
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head, but rather the style in which the various inci- 
dents are presented. Of this pervading peculiarity 
of the fourth Gospel our readers will be reminded 
hy a few exmnples. As one instance, we may refer 
to .John i. 35 seq., where an account is given of 
the calling of the disciples: "again the next day 
after" -the day is thus definitely given-" J ohn 
tooJ 
and two of his disciples; and looking upon Jesus as 
he walked," -here we have the position of hoth 
John and Jesus, -" he saith, 'Behold the LaIn b 
of God!' And the two disciples heard him speak, 
and they followed Jesus. Then Jesus turned and 8aw 
them followin!!, and saith," etc. In reply to their 
question, '" "
herc dwcllest thou?' I-Ie saith unto 
them, 'Come and see.' 'fhey Calne and saw where 
he dwelt, and abode with him that day, for 't"t 
oa8 
abollt the tenth hour." Supposing the writer to 
hayc been one of these two disciples, speaking of 
an event tl1at would be indelibly stamped upon 
his men10ry, this n1Ïnutcness of description would 
be natural. If we have not an eyewitness, we 
have a subtle and painstaking deceiver. l
or another 
example of vivid recollection we may refer to J olm 
xiii. 21 seq., in the description of the last supper. 
\ r e are told that .J csus was troubled in spirit, "and 
said, , Verily, verily I say unto you that onc of you 
shall betray me.' TheIl the disciples loo/æd oue on 
aJlother, doubting of whom he spake." There is 
first an interval of silence, and looks of inquiry and 
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fear cast frOlll one to another; but who would 
venture to ask the question, which of their nUluber 
was to be faithless? " Now there was leaning on 
Jesus' bOSOlll one of the disciples whom Jesus loved. 
Simon Peter therefore beckoned to him" -he signified 
his wish by a motion of the hancl-" that he should 
ask \y ho it sholùd be of WhOl11 he spake. lIe thcn 
lying on Jesus' breast, saith unto him, 'Lord, who 
is it?'" Jesus replies that he will point out the 
individual by handing biIn the sop. This silent act, 
understood by John, was followed by the rmllark of 
Jesus to Judas: "That thou doest, do quickly. Now 
no luan at the table knew for what intent he spake 
this unto him." SOllie of them, we are told, thought 
that Judas was directed to buy those things that 
they" had need of against the feast, or to giye some- 
thing to the poor." 1Vho can avoid feeling that the 
writer is bere presenting a scene that was pictured 
on his llle1l10ry? IIow unnatural, as well as painful, 
is tbe suppositiou of a carefully contrived fiction! 
Another instance of 1) articular recollection is found 
in John xviii. 15 seq., where, in connection with the 
account of the bringing of Christ before Caiaphas, 
we read: "And Simon Petcr followed Jesus, and so 
did another disciple; that disciple 'Icas lmOlVll ltJzto lhe 
high priest, and wcnt in with the Jews into the 
palace of the hi
h priest. Bllt P eler stood at the 
door u.ilhollt." Peter had no such n1eans of admis- 
SIon. "Then went out that other disciple w]1Îch 
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was known unto the high. priest, and 8jJalce 'llJdo her 
that kept the door, and brought in Peter." There 
the inquiry of this door-keeper drew fr0111 Peter his 
first denial of a connection with Christ; and we read 
further: "The sen'ants and officers stood tllere, lcho 
had made a fire oj coals; for it was cold: and they 
warmed thCll1selves, anel Peter stood with theill and 
warmed hÏ1n s elf. " The circumstance of there being 
a fire is 111entioncd by Luke, but in the manner of 
stating it in John, as well as in the preceding circum- 
stances that are peculiar to hin1, we find the clearest 
signs of a personal recollection. The record of the 
inward conflict and vacillation of Pilate as displayed 
in his conduct (ch. xix.), is characterizcd by the SaIne 
featurcs, which show it to be a vivid recollcction of 
circumstances witnessed by the writer. So there 
is much in the narrative of the crucifixion having 
the same peculiarity. 'rhus we rcad (\'s. 26, 27): 
"'Yben Jesus therefore saw his 1110ther, and the 
disciple standing hy whonl he loved, he saith unto 
his mother, 
 'V onlan, behold thy son.' Then saith 
he to the disciple, 'Behold thy mother.' And f1"01n 
that hour that disciple took her to his own home." 
And again we read (vs. 31, 33): "One of the soldiers 
with a spear pierced his side, and forthwith came 
thereout blood and water. Alld he that saw it barr' 
record, anù his record is true; and he knoweth that 
he saith true, that ye might bclicye." Is tliÏs too 
a fietio
l, which the author sought to cOlllmenù to 
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credence by a soleInn asseveration, or is it a simple, 
faithful ren1Íniscence? 
'Vhat a life-like description, and how true to the 
conception elsewhere gained of the respective charac- 
ters, is the account of the running of Peter and John 
to the eIl1pty sepulchre! They" ran both together; " 
but the other disciple, outrunning Peter and arriving 
first at the sepulchre, pauses, and, sfoojJÙIf/ dOlCJl to 
look in, sees "the linen clothes lying;" yet struck, 
perhaps, with a feeling of awe, enters not. " Then 
cometh Simon Petcr following him;" but not sharing 
in the hesitation of his cOlnpanion, with characteristic 
impetuosity, at once goes in, "and seeC. the linen 
clothes lie, and the napkin that 
cas al(}'rf his head 
?lot l!ling mith the linen clothes, but wrappcd together 
in a place by itself. Then," encouraged by the 
example of his more forward associate, "went in 
also that other discÏjJle, which CaIne first to the 
sepulchre, and he saw and believed'" (xx. 3-g). 
The saIne freshness and naturalness which belong 
I 
to the record of outward events are found in the 
portrayal of Inental experiences. 'Ve n1ention, as 
an example, the notice of the refusal of rrhomas to 
believe without seeing, and of the reaction of his 
mind on being shown the print of the nails (.J ohn 
xx. 24-30); and the refusal of Peter to have llis 
feet washed by the l\Iaster, follm;red by the request: 
" Not my feet only, but also my hands and 111Y 
head" (John xiii. 9). The ninth chapter, which 


.. 
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describes the healing of a man who had been blind 
frOln his birth, and the eleventh chapter, containing 
the narrative of the raising of Lazarus, in 'their 
naturalness, vividness, and fulness of detail, cannot 
fail to impress the candid reader with the conviction 
that the writer was personally cognizant of the cir- 
Clunstances he relates. In how simple, unartifieial 
a strain does the narrative, in each case, proceed! 
And in how life-like a way are the circumstances 
linked together! Observe, in the first narrative, 
the exclamation of the neighbors on seeing the man's 
sight restoréd : "Is not this he that sat and begged?" 
the different yoices: "some said, 'this is he ;' others 
said, 'it is like him;' but he said, 'I an1 he;'" 
the eyident pe11)lexity of the Pharisees; the parents' 
way of prudently evading a direct answer to their 
interrogatories Ly referring thenl to the man hÏ1nself: 
"he is of age, ask him;" the naif energy with 
which he confronted the Pharisees' queries. In 
reading this passage of the fourth Gospel, it is difficult 
to resist the impression that the writer is stating, 
in a perfectly artless 111anner, circumstances that 
feU wit hill his own iUlll1ediate knowledge. Not less 
strongly is this impression lllade of the "Titer's 
immediate knowledge, as well as fidelity, in reading 
the cleyenth chapter. Notice, for exmnple, this 
passage in the cOllYersation of Jesus with his disciples 
before he started for nethany: "after th1t he saith 
unto them, 'Our friend Lazarus sleepeth; but I go 
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that I may awake him out of sleep.' Then said his 
disciples, 'Lord, if he sleep, he shall do well.' 
I-Iowbeit Jesus spake of his death; but they thought 
that he had spoken of taking of rest in sleep. Then 
said Jesus unto them plainly, 'Lazarus is dead.'" 
This conversation was surely remembered. 'Vhat 
nlOtive would lead one to invent such a conversa- 
tion? Observe, also, the graphic Ininnteness of 
the follm"ing statelnents (vs. 28 seq.): :i\lartha, who 
had gone out to Ineet Jesus, when she had spoken 
with him, "went her way and called lrfm7J her sister 
secretly, saying, 'the l\laster is come and calleth 
for thee.' As soon as she heard t.hat, she arose 
quickly and came unto him. Now Jesus was not 
yet come into the town, but was in that place where 

Iartha Iuet him. The Jews then which were with 
her in the house, when they saw l\Iary that she 
rose up hastily and went out, followcd her, saying, 
'she goeth unto the grave to weep there.'" 'Ye 
n1ust suppose here either an accurate knowledge 
on the l)art of the writer, or an elaborate and 
gratuitous skill in contriving falsehood. 'Yho can 
follow this narrative througl), and note the expres- 
sions of deep-felt hU111an feeling,-ineluding the 
reference, in a single word, to the tears of Jesus,- 
and not be struck with the obyious truthfulness of 
the "Titer? Or are there no luarks by which sincerity 
and truth can be distinguished from frand ? 1 


, 1 .Among the illustrations of the present topic referred to by 
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There are l1laUY passages which show Incon- 
testibly that the author of the fOluth Gospel wrote 
frOlll an interest in the history as such.! There 
are numerous uncontrived and unmistakable signs 
that he is writing frol1l recollection, and not from 
invention. Among the examples of this peculiarity 
are the allusions to Nicodelllus in three places, which 
are widely apart from each other (John iii. 2; vii. 50; 
xix. 39), and which imply au increasiNg faith in his 
mind. The particular mention of the time of the 
occurrence of different events, as on this or that day, 
is not important to the narratiye, and simply indicates 
that the writer brings out facts as they lie in lllen10ry: 
see John ii. 13; iy. G, 10, 43 ; v. i.; yi. 4, 22; vii. 2, 
14; xii. 1, 12; xviii. '"27 seq.; xix. 14. The name of 
the servant whose ear was cut off by Peter is giyen: 
John xnll. 10. Localitics are designated, where no 
other than a historical interest can pronlpt the 
writer to do so. For example, it is said (c. iii. 23) 
that JolIn was baptizing "in Aenoll near to Salim:" 
the Evangelist describes a pool at Jenlsalenl (John v. 


De Wette (Einl. in daB N. T. 
 105. a), and which we 11 aye not espe- 
ciallr noticed, arc John v. 10 seq. (the circumstances that followed 
the cure wrought at the pool of Bethesda; the questions put to the 
man who had been healed, by the Jews; his not knowing who it 
was that had healed him; his subsequent meeting with Jesus in the 
temple); vii. 1 seq. (the secret journey of Christ to the fcast of 
Tabernacles, after the conversation "ith his unbelieving relath'es); 
xii. The whole of chap. iy. (the interview of Christ with the woman 
of S
l.maria), is a striking example of vivid, detailed narratioD. 
1 See Brückner's De ",r ette, Einl., s. xv. 
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2), as being by the sheep-gate-gate and not market 
shOlùd have been supplied by the English translators 

and "called in the Hebrew tongue, Bethesda, 
having five porches:" in c. viii. 1, we read that 
" Jesus went unto the n10unt of Olives, and early 
in the morning he came again into the temple;" so 
that the fact of his going at night to the 1110unt of 
Olives is simply recorded, with no Inention of any- 
thing that he did, or that occurred there-a striking 
instance of historical recollection, since no signifi- 
cance attached to the bare fact of his going to the 
mOTInt: Philip is designated (c. xii. 21) as "of Beth- 
saida of Galilee," although this has no apparent 
connection with the incident there recorded of him: 
it is narrated that Pilate sat down in his judgment- 
seat "that is called the Pavenlent, but in the IIebrew, 
Gabbatha;" a description of no mOlnent in itself, 
but involved in the writer's recollection <?f the spot. 
A sÏ1nilar mark of historical faithfulness is con- 
tained in tbe incidental allusions to features of the 
gospel history which yet the Evangelist does not 
record, but which were preserved either by the 
Synoptics or in oral tradition. These things, it is 
assumed, are known to his readers. 'Ve have in 
John iii. 24, in the allusion to John's being cast 
into prison, a signal instance of this sort. Jesus is 
spoken of as frOln Nazareth (John i. 45, 46), although 
no explicit statement about his residence there had 
been given. He is designated by the people of 
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K azareth as "the son of Joseph, whose father and 
Inother" were known to them (J ohn vi. 42; conlp. 
i. 45). For the first time, in c. vi. ß7, " the twelve" 
are incidentally nwntioned. Didymus, the Greek 
name of ThOlnas, is associated with the IIebrew 
designation of this apostle in John ii. 16, xx. 24, 
xxi. 2. In c. xi. 2, the Evangelist explains paren- 
thetically that l\Imy, the sister of l\Iartha, was 
the same :\Iary which anointed the Lord with oint- 
ment, and wiped his feet with her hair. This inci- 
dent, which is given in l\Iatthew xxvi. 13, 
Iark xiv. 
19, is assumed by the Evangelist to be well known, 
although he had not !1Ïmself recorded it, and it 
appears in his narrative at a later point (c. xii. 3). 
"\Ve have no necd to pursue the topic further. 
"\Ye find everywhere in this Gospel the air and 
lllmmer of an eyewitness and participant in the scenes 
recorded. 
3. The general structure and contcnts of the 
fourth Gospel, considered as a biography of Christ, 
are a convincing argulnent for its historical truth and 
genumeness. 
"\Ve come now to the decisive point in the conflict 
between the advocat
s and the opponents of the 
genuineness of this Goc;;pel. It is contendcd by the 
latter that the reprcsentation which is found in the 
fourth Gospel, both of the course of m'ents in the life 
of Christ anù of the character of his teachings, is not 
Olùy "divergent from that of the other Gospc1s, 
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but absolutely incompatible with it;" and that SInce 
these Gospels in this respect are right, the fourth 
cannot be the work of an apostle. 
rrhe difference between the fourth Gospel and the 
othcr three, in the particulars referred to, is in 
truth very palpable and very important. The impres- 
sion made by the first three, or synoptical Gospels, 
regarded by themselyes, is that Jesus, after his bap- 
tism and tcmptation, repaired to Galilee, and remained 
there until shOltly before his death, whcn he went up 
to .Jerusalenl to the passover. They record his teach- 
ings and miracles in Galilee and on this journey to 
Jerusalem, but say nothing of any intermediate visits 
to tl1at city, and nothing of any prior labors there. 
}\'0ll1 the synoptical Go
pels alonc, the impression 
would be gathered that the period of his ministry 
was only a year. On the othcr hanel, John distinctly 
l1lCntions not less than two journeys of Jesus from 
Galilee to J erusaleln preyious to the last (ii. 13; v. 1), 
and seeins to justify the conclusion that in each of 
these visits he remained a considerable time either in 
the city or in its neighborhood. The duration of llÍs 
ministry, according to the fOluth Gospel, cannot 
he less than two years and a half, and may possibly 
cxcced three )'ears. Not less remarkable is thc differ- 
ence in the style of the Saviour's teaching in 
this Gospel, compared with the representations fOlmd 
in the other three. In the synoptical Gospels, Christ 
utters either brief, sententious apothegms, or parables; 
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'while in thc fourth Gospel we have extended dialogues 
and long discourses in quite a different vein. Other 
minor points of difference lllight be mentioned, but 
these which 'We have named are of chief importance. 
Before we proceed to consider in detail the bear- 
ing of these peculiarities of John upon the nUlin 
question before us, we offer one preliminary remark. 
The 1110re serious the difference between the contents 
of the synoptical Gospels and of John, the greater is 
the difficulty to be lllet by the opponents of the gCllU- 
ineness of the latter. For how could a Gospel which 
so runs athwart the accepted views of the life and 
teaching of Christ, be brought forward and gain cre- 
dence unless it were kJlOll"Jl to have the sanction 
of an apostle? The later the date assigned to 
the Gospel, the greater is the difficulty. 'Yhat JiLO!Ù:e 
for a forger, fabricating his work long aftcr the 
apostolic age, to depart from the traditional and certi- 
fied conception of Christ's life and teaching? And 
supposing him to have a motive to do this, how could 
he succeed? These are questions to which the oppo- 
nents of the genuineness of the GospcI find it impossi- 
ble to give any satisfactory allS\yer. Even if they 
were to show that the contrast betwecn John and the 
synoptical histories almost amounts to an incompat- 
ibility, thcy only increase therehy the difficulty of 
solving the problem we ]lave suggested. 'Vhat in- 
duccment had a writer of the second century to 
deviatc, without necessity, and to so extraonlinarJ 
'1 
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an extent, fronl the long prevalent and authorized view 
of the Saviour's life? And how was the Church per- 
suaded to accept this new yersion of l1Ïs career? 
Such is the hard problem presented to the skeptical 
critic. On the contrary, if it can be made to appeal' 
on a careful investigation, that, in these very particu- 
lars which are lllade the ground of objection, the 
fourth Gospel unquestionably presents historical truth; 
that incidentally it supplenwnts the othcr three just 
where they nced explanation; and especially that this 
Gospel alone presents a consecutive and connected 
yiew of the life of Christ, we have gone far toward 
establishing its apostolic authorship. 'Ve lmve not 
only obyiated the }Jrincipal objection; we have also 
furnished a positive and convincing argument on 
the other side. Its historical peculiarities, so far frOlll 
being a fatal objection against, will be seen to be 
a conclusive argument for, its genuineness. Only an 
npostle could have thrown this flood of light upon the 
course of events in the life of Christ. Ouly an 
apostle C01ÙÙ have brought to the support of his 
narrative an authority sufficient to ohtain for it crc- 
dence. 'Ve shall be obliged to notice 'with brevity 
the various considerations connccted with the present 
topic. 
1. The journeys of Christ to J erusalclll and 
his n1inistry there. For reasons which we cannot 
with certainty determine, the synoptical Gospels con- 
fine themselves to the Galilean n1Ïnistr.r. The ques- 
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tion is: Have we ground for concluding, independently 
of John, that Jesus had repeatedly visited that city 
and labored there? The synoptical Gospels say noth- 
ing inconsistent with his having done so; they are 
simply silent upon the subject. It would certainly be 
l110re natural to suppose that Je
ms who claimed to be 
the 
Iessiah, even if his ministry had continued but a 
year, would during thi
 time have gone up to Jerusa- 
lem, both as an act of compliance with the law and as 
a nleans of gaining access to such a multitude as the 
festivals brought together. It is not easy to account 
for the fanatical hatred of the Pharisees in J eru- 
salem towards him, if we suppose that he had never 
crossed their path, save in casual encounters with 
thenl aVfay frOlll Jcrusalem, in Galilee. 
Various facts lnentioned in the synoptical Gm"pels 
S('Cln to presuppose such prC\-ious labors on his part 
in the capital. Thus Joseph of Arimathea, a lnem bel' 
of the Sanhedrim, is sail!, in the synopt.ical Go
pcls, 
to be a disciple of Jesus (l\Iatt. xxvii. 57 seq.; Luke 
xxiii. 50 seq.; l\lark xv. 42 seq.); but Joseph was a 
resident of J ernsalelll, having, as we arc told, a 
tomb there. There, it is lwobahJe, he became ac- 
quainted with Christ. Again, we learn frorn Luke 
(x. 38 seq.) that Jesus stood in such intÌInate 
relations with the fmnily of 
Iartlla and 1\la1'Y, as 
imply a previous stay in that neighborhood prior 
to this last visit. But we are happily furnished with 
a conclusive proof of the Saviour's repeated yisits 



100 GENUINENESS OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL. 


to Jerusalem, in the lamentation he uttered over 
the city, as recorded by both l\Iatthew and Luke 
(Luke xiii. 34 seq.; l\Iatt. xxiii. 37 seq.): c Il:(!ov6U- 
7' <= L ), ' ')Q'') 
 't 
r.IJfl, l:(!OV6U .llft . . . .1t06aXl'; rjVEktj6a é1tl6VJla
Ut 
, , , , ' {) ') , ') 
Ta 'téXJ'U 60v . . . . XUt OUX 11 l:Ar/6uTE, X.T.A. 
Baur would make it out that the whole Jewish 
people are apostrophized under the term" Jerusalem," 
as the centre and home of the nation. This interpre- 
tation seems improbable, when we remember that 
when the Saviour uttered these words he was gazing 
upon the city. It is demonstrated to be false by the 
context in Luke. Immediately before, in the preced- 
ing verse, the Saviour says: "for it cannot be that 
a prophet perish out oj Jerusalem." 
It luay be well to notice the last device of inter- 
pretation, by which Stranss struggles to avoid the 
ineyitable inference to be drawn from this passage. 1 
'Ve notice his new hypothesis lllOre willingly, because 
it offers so fair an illustration of his general n1ethod 
of criticisln. "This expression," says Strauss, "can 
Jesus least of all have used where Luke puts it, 
on his journey to Jerusalem, and before he had 
once during the period of his public activity seen that 
city. But even in J erusalenl itself, after a single stay 
there of only a few days, he cannot have pointed out 
how ojten he had attempted in vain to draw its 
inhabitants to hilnself. Here all shifts" -such as 


1 Leben Jes!l fi;'l' das deutscne Volk, s. 249. 
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that of Baur, noticed above-" are futile, and it innst. 
be confessed: if these are really the words of Christ, 
he must have labored in JenlsalCl11 ojtelzcr and lONger 
than wotùd appear from the synoptical reports." 
Now, the reader will ask, how is this conclusion to be 
escaped? Nothing 1110re easy. "'These are not }1Ïs 
words," says Strauss. It is true tbat 1\Iatthew giyes 
thel11 as such, in connection with the other decla- 
ration: ",vherefore, behold, I send unto .you prophets, 
and wise nlcn, and scribes, and some of theln ye shall 
kill anù crucify," etc. But this last expression, as 
quoted by (Luke xi. 49 seq.), is disconnccted from 
the apostrophe to J erl1Saleln, which is found later, 
in c. xiii. 34, 33. And that expression concerning 
the rcjectiol! of the divine ll1cssengers, though occur- 
ring in the nlÏdst of a discourse of Christ, is intro- 
duced by Luke with the words: "therefore also said 
the wisdom of God." On thcse data, Strauss sets up 
the thcory that the "hole passage, as found in 
l\[atthew, is a quotation from sonle lost christian 
book written about the time of the destruction of 
Jerusalem, in which the personified wisdOln of God 
was reprcsented as speaking! It is interesting to 
mark the process by which he arrives at this conclu- 
SIOn. l\Iatth
w is he1d to be right in conjoining the 
two expressions, anù Luke wrong in separating them. 
But 1\Iatthew is "rong in lcaying out the intro- 
ductory 'words: "therefore also saith tlle wisdom of 
God." Luke, again, is wrong in not connecting both 
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expreSSIons with this formula, and in making the 
apostrophe to Jerusalem to be the words of Christ 
hin1self. 'Yhy 1\1atthe"\y, WhOlll Strauss elsewhere pro- 
nounces altogether the best autl1Ority, especiaHy in 
regard to the discourses of Christ, l should leave 
out the formula of citation, and attribute to Jesus 
words extracted from tbe supposed lost book, is 
indeed a difficulty. Strauss says that it was owing to 
the singularity-seltsam.keit-of this formula! 'Vhy 
Luke should attribute to Christ himself the words 
of lanlentation over J erusalelll, when they stood con- 
nected with the passage relative to divine messengers 
in a book that did not purport to be a 'record of the 
'Words of Christ, is another uncxplained circun1stance. 
It is plain that Strauss credits, or discredits, each 
evangelist, in an entirely arbitrary n1anner, in order 
to Il1eet the exigencies of a theory. The apostrophe 
to Jerusalem must be regarded as the outpouring 
of Christ's own feeling and as uttered by him. Both 
evangelists explicitly declare this. And apart fronl 
the considerations already mentioned, the conclusion 
of the passage has no propriety unless it were spoken 
by Jesus: "for I say unto you, ye shan not see 
nle henceforth, till ye say, Blessed is he that cometh 
in the name of the Lord." In the passage (Luke 
xi. 49) : "therefore also saith the wisdOlll of, God," 
"the last phrase probably denotes Jesus himself, anù 
l11ay have been attached in current speech to this cita- 
1 Leben Jesu fiir d. delltsche Yolk, s. 115. 
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tion of his words. lienee Luke takes it up into bis 
report. l 
The apostrophe to Jerusalem proves, therefore, 
that Jesus had again and again preached in that city 
and labored to convert its inhabitants. The fourth 
Gospel is incidentaIly but convincingly sustained 
in attributing a prolonged nlÏnistry to Christ and 
repeated labors at Jerusalem, by the synoptical Gospels 
themselves. But suppose a writer in the second 
century to have set 11Ïmself to the work of cOlnposing 
a fictitious gospel for the purpose of indirectly inculca- 
ting a dogmatic systeln of his own; how certain that 
he would have aùhered to the traditional view of 
the course of the Saviour's ministry! By giving it 3 
longer duration, and introducing visits to J erusalmll 
and labors there not mentioned by the received 
Gospels, he would only invite suspicion and expose 
himself to detection. K 0 advantage could be con- 
ceived to follow such a wide departure from the 
prevalent conception, which would not be immeasura- 
blyoutweighed by the certain disadnmtages and perils 


1 This is the opinion of K ean<1er and :hfeyer. Strau
s i.., not so 
original as he claims to be, in this piece of interpretation. Baur, 
after suggesting his o"Wn explanation, of which we haye spoken 
ahove, remarks in a note that if this interpretation is unacceptable, 
then the lament oYer Jerusalem may be taken as the "or<1>1 of some 
(unknown) prophet, "Which in this definite form were (fictitiously) put 
into the mouth of Christ. See Baur's 1íanon. Econg., s. 127. In 
plainer bnguage: if you canDot explain away the meaning of tho 
pa!=
age, <.leny that Christ sfiid it ! 
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attending it. It 111USt have been, then, from a regard 
to historical truth aud fron1 a knowledge of thc facts, 
that the author of the fourth Gospel has so construct- 
ed his history. And this author, whoever he was, 
had an authority with Christians so great as to enable 
him to yary thus widely, without the imputation of 
error, frOll1 the prevalent tradition. 
The lllOre the general plan of the fourth Gospel 
is examined, the more is it seen to rest upon the solid 
foundation of historical verity. The progress of events 
in the life of Jesus, frolll the beginning onward to 
the final result, is clearly understood from this Gospel. 
'Ye see how it cmne to pass that though "he came to 
his own, his mn1 received him not." The vacillation 
of the people, now turning in bis favor, and now, as 
he disappointed their expectations, turning against 
him, together with the origin and growth of the im- 
placable hostility of the Jewish leaders, are made 
entirely comprehensible. 
And the fourth Gospel alone gives an adequate 
explanation of the way in which the catastrophe ,vas 
brought on. 'Ye see how the consequences of dIe 
raising of Lazarus obliged the Pharisees to proceed at 
once to the lnost decisive measures against Jesus. It 
was this event, and the effect of it upon the lninds of 
the people, that precipitated the resuJt. In }'egard to 
this closing portion of Christ's ]ife, we have in John 
the clue to the solution of what is left, in part, unsolved 
in the other Gospels. Even Renan finds that "the last 
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months of the life of Jesus in particlùar are explained 
only by John." 1 A narrative is commended to 
credence by being thus consisten t and intelligiblc. 
The same distinction, the same verisimi1itude, belongs 
to the account of the Saviour's resurrection, a section 
of the hi:,tory in which the synoptical Gospels are espe- 
cially fragmentary. In John ,,'e have a view, as clear 
and cohercnt. as it is artless and natural, of the trans- 
actions that follo,,'ed his reappearance fr0111 the tOlnb. 
2. In considering the credibility of the fourth 
Gospel, as this question is affected by a comparison of 
its nmttcr with the contents of the other three, we 
have to notice the difficulty and apparcnt discrepancy 
upon the date of the crncifixion, and also the paschal 
controversics of the second century, in their .bearing 
upon this point of chronology. 
It is well known to eyery studcnt of the GospeJs 
that there is difficulty in reconciling the statemcnt of 
the first three, respecting the date of thr last supper, 
and consequently respecting the date of tlle death of 
CIn'ist, with the statement of J olm. _\.ll the evangelists 
agree as to the day of the wcek-that the suppcr was 
on Thursday e\"cning, and the crucifi\':ion on the next 
or Friday 1l1Orning. The synoptical Gospels, howc\rcr, 
appear to place the last supper in the evening when 
the Jews ate the passoycr-meal; i. e. on the e\'enil1
 
of the 1.Hh 
lsan, or, according to the J ewi,h reckoll- 


1 Rcn
m, rie de J("sus, p. xxxiii. 
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mg, the beginning of the 15th Nisan. The fourth 
Gospel, on the other hand, appears to place the last 
meal of Jesus with the disciples on the evening before 
the passover-supper of the Jews; i. e. on the 13th, or, 
according to the Jewish reckoning, the 14th, Kisan, 
and the crucifixion on the morning immediately before, 
instead of after, this Jewish festival. 
The TÜbingen critics regard the two representations 
as really inconsistent and irreconcilable; and on this 
ground, as they hold that the fourth Gospel is incor- 
rect, tl1ey 111aintain that it could not have proceeded 
from John. If the two representations can be fairly 
harmonized with each other, of course their argtllllent 
vanishes with the foundation on which it is built. 
'Vitho
t pronouncing judgment on the various 1110des 
which have been proposed by Dr. Robinson and other 
harmonists for reconciling the two accounts, let us con- 
sider the effect, as regards the credibility and genu- 
ineness of the fourth Gospel, of admitting that the 
discrepancy is real and irremovable. The diversity of 
the principles of critieislll which are adopted by the 
111ajor part of the able defenders of supernatural 
Christianity and evangelical doctrine in Gerlllany, frOlll 
those in vogue among us, is remarkably exemplified by 
their treatInent of the particular question before us. 
Not only do Neander, Blcek, 
Ieyer, and others hanUy 
less distinguished, coincide with their adversaries in 
admitting that the discrepancy is irremovable; hut 
Bleck builds upon it an earnest argument for the 
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credibility and apostolic authorship of John. l I1e 
insists, with much force, upon the improbability that a 
writer in the second century, who wished to be con- 
sidered an apostle, would contradict the three Gospels 
and the accepted tradition of the Church, on such a 
point as the date of tbe last supper and of the cruci- 
fixion. 'Yho but an apostle, or one thoroughly 
acquainted with -the facts, would think of making him- 
self responsible for such a deviation? 'Yho, hut an 
apostle, could hope to be believed? In a word, bow 
extremely unnatural that a forger should think of 
assigning another date to these leading facts in the 
evangelical history! Bleck, also, endeavors to show 
that the supposition that the crucifixion took place on 
the 1110rning before the passover-lamb was eaten, is 
corroborated by incidental statements in the synoptical 
Gospels .themselves,2 as ,yell as by all the probabilities 
in the case; so that the accuracy of the fourth Gospel, 
in this particular, is established, and thus a strong 
argument is furnished for its gPJ1cral credibility.3 


1 It should be stated that thes.e critics do not consider the first 
Gospel, in its prescnt form, to emanate from the Apostle Matthew. 
See N eandcr's Leben Jesu, s. 10. Bleek's Einl., s. 88 seq. TllC first 
Go,:pel is held to stand in substantially the same rehition to the 
apostles as the other two; :md the historical position of an three is 
indicated in Luke i. 1, 2; i. e. they recorù the things which wero 
deliverecZ to their writers by eyewitnesses. It is not the eyewitnesses 
themscl.cs, but those to whom they spoke. 
:I Matt. xxvi. 5, xxvii. 59 seq.; Mark xv. 42, 46; Luke xxiii. 56. 
, Ellicott, in his Life of Cltrist (Am. Ed. p. 292, N. 3) consiù(,l":i 
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The opponents of the genuineness of John attempt 
to draw a support for their cause frOlll the paschal C011- 
f,roversies of the second century. These arose from a 
difference in practice in regard to a certain festival 
celebrated about the time of the Jewish passover. 
There was discussion on this difference, in which the 
churches of Asia 1\Iinor were opposed by the church of 
Rome, on the occasion of Polycarp's visit to Anicetus 
of RonlC about the year 1 GO; then ten years later, in 
which Claudius Apollinaris, bishop of I-lierapolis, and 

Ielito of Sardes, took part; and especially at the end 
of the second century, when Victor, bishop of Rome, 
proposed to break off fellowship with the Asia ::Uinor 
bishops on account of their refusal to abandon their 
ancient custom. III these controversies, and in the 
defence of their practice, the Asia 1Iinor bishops were 
in the habit of appealing to the authority of the Apostle 
John, who had lived in the nlÎdst of t}1em. 
Everything turns upon ascertaining the real point 
of difference and the real character of the Asia 1\Iinor 
observance. So llluch is certain, that this observance, 
whatever may haye been its origin or significance, 
occurred on the evening of the 14th, or, in the Jewish 
reckoning, the beginning of the 15th, Nis::l11. Banr 


that no other interpretation of J olm is admissible but that which 
places the last supper on the e,'cning before the usual pas
ovcr-mea] 
of the Jews. "The statements," says Ellicott, "are so dear, that to 
attempt, with Wieseler (Cllron. Syno}Js.). Robinson (Bib. Bacm for 
Aug. 1845), to explain them away, must be regardeù as arbitrary anù 
hopeless." See John xiii. 1, 2f1, xviii. 28, xix. 31. 
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holds that it was established as a cOillll1emoration of 
the last supper, the passover-meal of Jesus with his 
disciples; and l1Cnce infers that JoInl, wIIOse authority 
supported the Asia l\linor observance, could not have 
written the account of the last supper in our fourth 
GospeJ. 
But Baur's argtunent is on a foundation of sand. 
It is clear, from the earliest discussions on the subject, 
that the difference did not consist in a diverse nIOde of 
observing the same festi,Tal; but that in Asia l\linor 
there 'leas a fesliz:al 'lC/tielL did Jlot exist at Rome. This 
conunemoration was on the 14th Nisan, on whatever 
day of the week it might fall; whence the adherents 
of the .Asia ßlinor custom were called Quartodecim::mi, 
while Occidental Christians observed Friday and Sun- 
day of each week as the days, respecti,Tcly, of the 
Lord's death and resurrection. A day was observed 
by the Asia :àlinor Christians which was not observed 
at Rome. K or is there any probability that the Asia 
1\1 illor festival was estaùlished as a commemoration of 
the last supper. 
There are two views as to the origin of their 
festival. It was the final view of Neander, and is the 
opinion of 1leyer and Schneider, that it COlTIlnemorated 
the death of Christ-the sacrifice of the true paschal 
LaIub, of which the }losaic paschallanlb was the type 
(1 Cor. v. 7; John xix. 30). If this he the fact, tlle 
festival accords with the supposed chronology of J ohl1's 
Gospel. The fragment of Apollinaris has been sup- 
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posed to connect the Asia 
Iinor festival with the last 
supper, and to defend the correctness of the day of its 
observance by an appeal to 1\Iatthew. But Schneider 
forcibly argues that Apollinaris is reporting, not his 
own view, which was that of the QuartodecÏ1nani, but 
the view of a smaller party of J udaizers, from which 
he dissents; so that Apollinaris (as also the fragment 
of Ilippolytus) is really a witness to the agreement of 
the Quartodecimani with the chronology of the fourth 
Gospel. The other hypothesis concerning the design 
of the Asia }':iinor festival, is that of Bleek, De 'Vette, 
and others, who consider this festival to have been 
originally the Jewish passover, which the Jewish con- 
verts at Ephesus and elsewhere had continued to 
observe, and with which in their minds Christian ideas 
and associations '''ere more and more connected. In 
particular, there was naturally associated with it thc 
recollection of the last supper of Jesus with the dis- 
ciples. There was no such reference originally con- 
nected with the festival, nor did this association of it 
with the last supper grow up until long after the death 
of John. This apostle did not interfere with a COll1- 
111en10ration which he found established in Ephesus 
and other places in that region. Bleek shows that the 
theory of an original reference of the Asia l\Iinor 
festival to the last supper would hnply an earlier origin 
of the yearly Christian festivals than we have any 
reason to think belonged to them. It is not inconsist- 
ent with Bleek's general view, to adopt Schneider's 
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interpretation of Apollinaris, in which case even this 
writer affords no proof of an association by the Quarto- 
decimani of their festival with the Saviour's last sup- 
per. This hypothesis relative to the character of thcir 
cOmnlelTIOration, that it was at the outset simply the 
Jewish passover, which in Rome, and in other churches 
where the Gentiles were lllore predominant, was not 
kept up, appenl's to us to be best supported. In any 
case, the charge that a contradiction exists between the 
early Asia :J\1Ínor tradition concerning John's testimony 
and the chronology of the fourth Gospel is without 
foundation. 
4. The discourses of Christ in the fourth Gospel. 

'hese have been used as an argument against the 
apostolic origin of this Gospel: an argument founded 
on their inherent character; their relation, both as to 
form and Inatter, to the teaching of Christ recorded by 
the synoptical evangelists; the portraiture of Christ 
which they convey; their fitness to the circumstances 
under which they arc al1eged to have been spoken; 
their uniformity, both with each other and with the 
expressions of other characters in the Gospel, as well as 
with those of the author himself. l 
Under this head we shall chiefly follow' Bleek, 
regretting, however, that we are under the necessity of 
abridging his excellent suggestions. 
That the discourses of Christ in John stand in 
contrast, in important respects, with his teaching in the 


I Bleek, B. 194. 
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other Gospels, is not denied. 'Tlle first question is, 
whether the contrast is so great that both styles of 
teachÏIlg coulll not belong to the same person. IIere 
Bleek pertinently refers to the case of Socrates, and to 
the opinion that is cOIning to prevail, that the repre- 
sentation in Plato has n1uch lTIOre of truth than was 
fonnerly supposed; an opinion held by such men as 
S chleierm acheI', Brandis, and Ritter, and commended 
by the apparent nccessity of supposing a more specula- 
tive elcmcnt in the teaching of Socrates than Xenophon 
exhibits, if we would account for the schools of 
speculative philosophy that took their rise from him. 
He 111USt have had another side than that which we 
discern in Xenophon's record. l I-Iow much easier is 
this to be supposed in the case of IIÏ1n ,,-ho was to act 
effectually upon every variety of 111Ïlld and character! 
H ow natural and inevitahle that. each of his disciples 
should apprehend Christ frOlll his own point of view, 
according to the lueasure of his own individuality; so 
that for the understanding of Christ in his fl1lness, we 
have to combine these various, but not incongruous, 
representations of him. 
But, as in a former instance, we find in the synop- 
tical writers proof that the fourth Gospel, in tl
 


1 
Wh()eYer will examine cc. ix. and x. of the fourth Book of the 

Iemorãbilia, will see that these are fragmentary specimens from 
another vein than that w hieh furnishes to Xenophon mo
t of his 
reports. A like feeling is produced when we compare the last 
chapter of the lIem. with Plato. Socrates must have said much 
more, in this closing period, than Xenophon has recordeù. 
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character of the discourses attributed to Christ, does 
not depart fronl historical truth. As to their forn1, we 
are told, especially in 
Iatt. xiii. 10 seq., that the 
Saviour, at least in discoursing to the disciples, did not 
confine hinlself to the gnon1es and parables; that he 
spake thus to the people on account of the dulness of 
their lUlderstanding, while to the disciples it was" giyen 
to know the 11lysteries of the kingdOlll of heaven." 
The statements (
Iatt. xiii. 3 t; ::\Iark iv. 34) that lIe 
never spake to the people save in parables, arc of 
course of a general character, and, fairly interpreted, 
are not inconsistent with his addressing the people at 
times in accordance with the repórts of Jolm. Occa- 
sionally in the synoptical Gospels, moreover, we nlcet 
with expressions of Jesus in striking consonance with 
his style iu the Johaullean discourses, and thus giving 
us a glimpse of another manner of teaching which the 
synoptical writers sparingly report. 'fhe most remark- 
able example is 
Iatt. xi. 25 seq. (compare Luke xi. 21 
seq.), the ejaculation of Jesus, beginning: "I thank 
thee, 0 Father, Lord of heaven and carth, because 
thou hast hid these things frolll the wise and prudent, 
and hast revealcd thrnl unto babes. Even so, }'ather, 
for so it sCClucd good in thy sight." IIow perfectly in 
hannony with the style of Jesus in the latter part of 
.Jolm ! 1 


J In J 01n, also, examples of the aphorbtic style, such as prevail:; 
in the synoptical reports of the teaching of Christ, are Dot wanting. 
See John xii. 24, 26 i xiii. 16, 20. 
8 
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As to the contents of the fourth Gospel, it is 
freely granted that the higher nature of Christ and 
the relation of the Son to the Father are here a much 
lTIore predominant theme. Essentially the same con- 
ception of Christ, however, is found in the first three 
Gospels. In them he is the Son of God, ill a higher 
than any official sense: he is the judge of the world. 
And in several passages, we find him claiming the 
lofty attributes given him in John, and in the same 
style. Thus in l\Iatt. xi. 27 he says: "All things 
are delivered to nle of IllY Father; and no JJwn 
kJloweth the SOil bilt the Father
. neither kJloweth allY 
mall the Father save the Son, and he to whom the 
SOil 
vill 'rereal him." This nlllÌual knowledge, ex- 
clusive, supcrlllunan, aud perfect, on the part of the 
Son and the Father, is affirmed here in the peculiar 
Inanner of the fourth Gospel. In l\IaU. xxii. 41 seq. 
(compare l\lal'k xii. 33 seq.; Luke xx. 41 seq.) we 
have a plain suggestion of the fact of his pre-existence. 
The objection that the discourses of Christ in 
John have a close reselll blance to the sty Ie of the 
evangelist himself and to that of his first Epistle, is 
obviated when we remember that, as a result of his 
peculiar relation to Christ, the Saviour's nlOde of 
expression would naturaUy be taken up; that we 
are unùer no necessity of supposing that he aimeJ 
to give a verbally accurate report of the 1\laster'8 
teaching; and that some freedom as to style is un- 
avoidable in abbreviating and selecting the portions 
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of his discourse for which there was a place In so 
brief a work. .All this, as well as that thorough 
inward digestion and assimilation, on the part of 
the evangelist, of the Saviour's discourses, which 
were consequent on the length of time that had 
elapsed since they were heard, will account for the 
peClùiarity in question, without impairing in the 
slightest degree the historical truth and substantial 
accuracy of the J ohannean reports. 
The falsehood of the assertion that these dis- 
courses are fictitious and put into the 1110uth of Jesus 
by the writer, after the manner of ancient Greek 
and ROlllan historians, is evinced in particlùar by 
certain briefer expressions which are interspersed in 
then1, and which aùn1Ït of no explanation except on 
the supposition that the reports are faithful. A 
signal example is John xiv. 31, where, in the midst 
of a long discourse to the disciplcs, occur the woròs : 
"Arise, let us go hence! "1 They are not followcd 
by any intimation that the cOll1pany actually arose 
and left the place where they were. On the con- 
trary, the discourse goes on, in the words: "I am 
the true vine," etc. nut if we suppose what follows 
to have been spoken by the way; or, which is per- 
haps I1101'e natural, if we suppose that haying 
pokcn 
the words first quoted which sunlll1ol1cd the disciples 
to quit the place where they were, tlle Sayiour's 


J fYf{pfO';Jf, C:YOJJ.LfV (vrf
';JfV. 
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interest in his theme and love for them led hiln to 
go on still longer, while, it 
nay be, they all remained 
standing, then these words have a proper place and 
meaning. The circumstance would imprint itself 
on the recollection of John, and it affords an impres- 
sive proof of his fidelity in reporting his 
Iaster's 
discourses. But no reason can be given why a forger 
should have introduced this fraglnentary, unexplained 
phrase. Had he chosen to interrupt the discourse 
by such a phrase, he would infallibly have added SOlne 
other statement, such as: then they arose and went. 
This little phrase, to a candid reader, is a n10st 
convincing item of evidence. Blcek also dwells upon 
the character of the prophetic utterances of Christ 
in John, especially of the predictions relative to his 
own death. The fact that they are in the form of 
intimations, rather than distinct declarations, will 
better account, in the view of Bleek, for the Inisun- 
derstanding of theln on the part of the disciples. The 
form in which they appear in John wears, in his 
opinion, the stmnp of historical truth, since it is 
altogether probablc that in this form they were 
actually spoken. Especially, as Bleek thinks, is the 
historical fidelity of the evangelist shown by those 
passages from Christ upon which the evangelist puts 
his own interpretation, drawn frOln an observation 
of the subsequent event. Such are John ii. 19: 
"destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise 
it again," where we are told that the obscure reference 
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to the temple of his body was discerned by his disci- 
ples not tin after the resurrection; and John xii. 32: 
" and I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw 
an men unto me," to which the evangelist appends 
a similar explanation. There can be no doubt in 
these instances that the apostle has faithfully reported 
the sayings of Jesus; and this fact nlust be even 
more evident to those critics who do not hesitate 
to question, in these cases, the perfect correctness of 
the disciples' interpretation. 
5. The IIellenic cruture and the theological point 
of view of the author of the fourth Gospel are made 
an objection to the Johannean authorship. They 
prove, it is maintained, that the work does not belong 
to the apostolic age, was not "\VTitten either by a 
Palestinian or by any other Jew, but by a Gentile 
Christian of the second century. In tbe notice of 
these several points we principally follow Bleck. 
(1) 'Vas the author of the fourth Gospel a 
Jew? It is objected that his lllanner of referring 
to the Jews proves hÍ1n not to be of their number. 
rrhus we read of the "Jews' Passoyer," "the Jews' 
feast of tabernacles," the "feast of the Jews," the 
"preparation of the Jews," the "l'lùer of the Jews" 
(ii. G, 13 ; iii. I ; v. 1 ; vi. -1:; vii. 2 ; xi. 55); and fre- 
quently the author, alluding to the adversaries of 
Jesus and those \\ ith WhOlll he came in contact, 
speaks of them in general as oi 
Iov(j((lul. This 
style is capable of explanation only on the hypothesis 
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that the Gospel was written late in the apostolic 
age, when the Christian Church had COlne to be 
fully independent of the Jewish, and by a writer who 
was himself outside of Palestine, and addressed his 
work not only to Jews, but also, and still more, to 
Gentiles and Gentile Christians. And this supposi.. 
tion, which ren10ves the difficulty, is itself the church 
tradition concerning the cOll1position of John.! But 
independently of this tradition, there can 11e no doubt 
that the author was of Jewish extraction. In proof 
of this, Bleek refers to the writer's familiarity with 
the Jewish laws and customs, which is so Inanifest 
in his account of the events connected with the 
Saviour's death; to the pragmatical character of tl1e 
Gospel, so far as the fulfilment of Old Testament 
predictions and promises is frequently pointed out; 
and to the fact that a portion of these citations are 
translated directly frOln the Hebrew, instead of being 
taken from the Septuagint,-a fact that is conclu- 
sive in favor of his Jewish, and strongly in favor of 
his Palestinian, origin. It occnrs to us, also, that 
Baur, in conceding that the author professes to be 
the Apostle John, Inay be himself challenged to 
explain why he is 80 negligent in affording evidence 
of a Jewish extraction. StITely, so expert a counter- 
feiter would not have forgotten a point so essential 


1 Even Paul speaks of his "former conversation in the Jews' 
religion;" of his profiting" in the Jcws' religion," Gal. i. 13, 14. 
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to a successful attempt to personate the Apostle. The 
charge tbat errors are found in John inconsistent 
with the hypothesis that the author was a Palestinian 
Jew, is without foundation. That Bethany (the true 
reading for "Belhabara beyond Jordan," in John 
i. 2t:)) was rither the name of a place in Peraea, or 
was a slip of the pen for Bcthahara; that, at any 
rate, the writer did not n1Ïsplace the Bethany where 
Lazarus dwelt, is deUlonstrated by John xi. 18, where 
this town is expressly said to be fifteen stadia frOlll 
J erusalern. The assertion that in the designation of 
Caiaphas as high priest for that year, C;()ZU
tù; TOU 
ÈVluvroù ÈXtÍl,ov (xi. 51; xviii. 13,) the author 
implies a belief that the high priest was changed 
evcry year, is cntirely unwarranted by anything in 
the tcxt. The tcrm "Sychar" for tbe old city 
Sichem, instead of bcing a blunder, may be an old 
pronullciation of the Jews and Samaritans of that 
time. As used by the Jews there may lurk un dcI' it 
a rcference to the hated character of the Smuaritans; 
or, finally, it may be simply an error of transcription.! 


1 See Bleek, s. 20!). Tho supposition that it is really the name 
of a town distinct from Sichom, though near it, agrees with the 
oldc
t tmditions, and on 
e\"eral accounts seems more proùaùle. So 
lIng (In trod. Part II., sec. 59), Ewald (Die Jolwn. Scllriften, I. 181), 
Brückner, näumlcin, Thomson, (The Land and the Boo!'; II. 206), 
and othûrs. Compo Grove's art. in Smith's EiLk Diet. The ex- 
planations given abo\"e (from Bleek) rûst purely on conjecture; 
this rests (m historical and topographical arguments, confirmed by 
tIle existence at the present day of a plnce with a similar name 
('Askar) near tho site of Jacob's wéll. Lightfoot (Ch01.og. Enquiry, 
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(2) fJ.'he objection is made that a Galilean fisher- 
man, like John, could not be possessed of so HIuch 
Greek culture as the fourth Gospel discovers. But 
the family of John were neither in a low station, nor 
in straitened circumstances. lIe was certainly trained 
by his pious lllotller in the knowledge of the Old 
Testament. lIe nmy have been early taught the 
Greek language, which was then so widely diffused. 
rrhe report which the members of the Sanhedrim 
had heard, that Peter and John were unlearned and 
uncultivated men (Acts iv. 13) can only signify that 
they were not educated in the schools of the Rabbis. 
I-Iad John not attained some 111astery of the Greek 
language, it is not so likely that he would have taken 
up his residence in the n1Ïdst of Asia, where only 
Greek was spoken, even by the Jews. .And during 
his prolonged residence there his fan1iliarity with the 
language would doubtless increase. 
(3) The type of doctrine in the fourth Gospel, 
and especially its Christology, ha,'e been thought to 
be an argument against its composition by John, 
the Palestinian Jew. In particlùar, the Logos idea 
in John, it is said, was an Alexandrian notion, 
borrowed frOlu the Greek philosophy, and introduced 
into Christian theology at a later period. '\Ve cannot 


prefixed to John, ch. iv. sec. 5) finds "the vaHey of the well of 
Sokar" spoken of in the Talmud as at a great distance from Jerusa- 
lem. He also suggests, as does Hug, that the name .,
'O may 
denote a lJurial-place. 
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enter at length into the discussion of this point. 'Ve 
simply say that, as regards the language or the form 
of the doctrine, it may have been derived from the 
lmok of PIO\Terbs and from Sirach, and not improb- 
ably was derived from this source, though further 
dercloped, by Philo hinlse1f. Elsewhere and earlier 
in the K ew TestaIuent itself, if not in the Epistle to 
thc Hehrews, yet undeniably in the Apocalypse, we 
meet with the J ohannean terminology. But, e,'en 
if the language pertaining to the Logos CaIne at 
first fr0111 the Greek philosophy, it lllay have been 
taken up by J obn, as a fit designation of the pre- 
existent Christ. Properly qualified, it becanle a 
vehicle for conveying his conception of the Son in 
his relation to the Father. In the use of this term, 
John enters upon no speculation. lIc wOlùd rather 
turn away thp nlind froUl vain speculations, from the 
unprofitable discussions about the Logos that may 
113\'c been current, to the living, historic Rcvealer 
of God, thc actual manifestation of the 111\ isihle One, 
thc 'V onl made flesh, which had "dwelt among us." 
Accordingly, after the first few verses, we hear no l110rc 
of thc Logos. No allusion to the Logos is introduced 
into his report of the discourses of Jesus. As to thc 
mattcr of the conception, we utterly dcny the theory 
of the school of Raul', that thc early church wa
 
Ebiollite, regarding Christ as a mere lnan. \V c 110111 
that this theory is abundantly refuted hy lxls
:lp:l'
 
in the synoptical Gospels and Pauline Epistlc
, anù 
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is proved to be false by a fair view of the early history 
of the Church. The theology of Philo, it deserves to 
be remarked, contains nothing nlore than the vaguest 
conception of the l\lessiah, and is t11roughout far more 
speculati ve than ethical; affording, therefore, no 
materials for that conception of Jesus Christ which 
is found in John, and which only an intuition of the 
living person of Christ could have awakened. The 
conception of Christ in John is the product of the 
impression nlade by Christ himself upon the soul of 
the disciple. 
(4) \Ve have to notice another objection emanating 
frOlll the school of Baur, that the free and liberal 
spirit of the fourth Gospel toward the Gentiles is 
inconsistent with the position attributed to John in 
Galatians ii. 9. But t.his objection proceeds frOlll 
the assunlption, underlyip.g t.he whole system of the 
TÜbingen school, that Peter and the other Jerusalem 
apostles were radically opposed to the doctrine of 
Paul relative to the rights of the Gentiles; that they 
were, in short, Judaizers. 'Ye hold this assumption 
to be demonstrably false, aud the fabric of historical 
construction reared upon it to be a lucre castle in 
the air. There is nothing improbable in the circunl- 
stance of the inquiry for Jesus made by the devout 
Greeks (John xii. 20) at which Bmu stumbles. Even 
in 1Iatthew, which Baur regards as preëminent1y a 
Jewish-Christian Gospel, is recorded the Saviour's em- 
phatic cOlllluendation of the Centurion's faith (yiii 
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10 seq.); the distinct prediction that the kingd01l1 
should be taken from the Jews, and given to another 
people (xxi. 43); the injunction to preach the gospel 
to e\-ery creature (xxviii. 1 ü); the prophecy that it 
should be preached to all nations (xxiv. 14); and the 
parables describing the universal spread of the gospel 
(ch. xxiii.). 'Ye are not to lcave out of view, in 
considering the spirit of the fourth Gospel with 
reference to Gcntile Christianity, the ine\Titable effect 
of great providential events, of which the destruction 
of Jcrusalem was one, and of the long interval of time 
during which the distinct character of the Christian 
Church and the broad dcsign of Christianity had 
beCOllle nlore and more plain. In this objection of 
Baur, the attClnpt is nlacle to uphold one false proposi- 
tion by another that is equally false. 
There is one objection not to be separated en- 
tirely fron1 the one last considered, but which is more 
serious and plausihle than allY we have named. The 
other difficulties \vhich we have noticed, though not 
unworthy of consideration, vanish, and in most cases 
even turn into arguments for the contrary side. But 
the difficulty we have now to speak of, is urged with 
cspecial emphasis. It is strongly I1wintaincd by 
those who impugn the genuineness of John, that the 
Apocalypse, ,,-hich they huld to be his work, caunot 
. 
COllie fr0111 the smne author as the fourth Gospcl. It 
cannot he dcnied that there exists a degree of dis- 
parity, hoth in language and thought, between tIle 
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Apocalypse and this Gospel. " The language [of the 
Apocalypse] i
 incOlnparably rougher, harder, more 
disconnected, and exhibits greater errors than is true 
of any other book in the New Testament, while the 
language of the Gospel, though not pure Greek, is in 
a grammatical view incomparably more correct." 1 
This contrast between the style of the two books was 
stated as long ago as the n1Ïddle of the third century, 
by Dionysius of Alexandria. 2 So there are various 
special peculiarities of language in the Gospel which 
are missed in the Apocalypse. "A still greater and 
n10re essential difference is discovered when we look 
at the contents, spirit, and whole character of these 
writings." 3 Under this head Bleek refers, in partic- 
ular, to the different position of the Apocalypse with 
reference to the Jewish people, so opposite to that of 
the Gospel, where Ot J Iovvat-ot is often, without 
qualification, the designation of the opposers of 
Christ; to the definite expectation of the second 
advent and nÜllennium, together with the conception 
of anti-Christ as a particular individual, which is 
unlike the conception found in 1 John ii. 18 seq.; 
iv. 3. 'Ve have to weigh the objection to the 
genuineness of the Gospel which these differences have 
suggested. 
1. rrhe impossibility that both books should have 
the same author is far from being established. The 


1 Bleek, s. 626. 
2 Euseb., Lib. VII. c. 25. 8 Bleek, s. 625. 
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Apocalypse was written shortly after the death of 
Nero and shortly before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The interval prior to t.he composition of the Gospel 
was not far fr0111 twenty years,-a period giving 1'00111 
for important changes in the style and habits of 
thought of any writer; an era, too, most eventful, as 
concerns the development of the plan of providence 
relative to the Jewish nation. rrhat they were des- 
tined, as a body, to reject the gospel, and to be 
rejected of God, was made llwnifest. It must be 
confessed that the force of our remark, so far as it 
pertains to the change in style and n10des of thought, 
is weakened by the fact that, ,vhen the Apocalypse 
was written, John must have been sixty years old; a 
period of life after which important changes of this 
character are less likely to occur. But another con- 
sideration is to be taken into the account,-that the 
11100d of mind and feeling out of which the Apocalypse 
was written was altogether peculiar and extraordinary, 
as was the state of things in the lnidst of which the 
author wrote. The same author, at such a time, 
when his soul was stirred to it:3 depths hy the terrible 
events, either present or "shortly to come to pass," 
and writing uuder the imptùse of prophetic inspira- 
tion, would fall into quite a different style frOlll one 
that would be natural in a calmer mood, ,yhen his 
only object was to set down recollections of Christ an d 
his teaching. 
Iorcover, there are not wanting various 
I>oints of resemblance, both in language and Inatter, 
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between the two works. To prove this relationship, 
we have the authority of Baur himself, from whom we 
translate the following passage: "'V e cannot ignore 
the fact that the evangelist put himself in thought 
in the place of the Apocalypsist, and designed to 
n1ake use, for the ends aimed at in his Gospel, of 
the consideration enjoyed by the Apostle John, who, 
as apostle, as author of the Apocalypse, and as having 
been for so Inany years the principal head of their 
churches, had become the highest authorit.y with the 
Asia l\Iinor Christians. Nay, it is not merely the 
borrowing of the external support of so distinguished 
a name; there are not wanting, also, internal poin ts 
of affinity between the Gospel and Apocalypse; and 
one cannot forbear to \Yonder at the deep geniality, 
tbe fine art, with which the Evangelist, in order to 
transmute spiritually the Apocalypse into the Gospel 
[um die Apokalypse zum Evangelium zu vergeistigen], 
has taken up the elenlents which, from the point of 
view of the Apocalypse, led to the freer and higher 
point of view of the Gospel." 1 Now, admitting that 
so close an inward relationship connects the Gospel 
with the Apocalypse, why not refer this to the natural 
development of the author's own mind and the pro- 
gress of his views, rather than ascribe it to a hateful 
fraud and lie? If the art of the forger was so clever 
and admirable, how can we accept Baur's further 
VIeW, that he has palpably and obviously betrayed 


1 Baur's "])as ChriBtenthum," etc., s. 14'7, 2d Ed. 
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himself? "\Vhatever opinion is entertained of the 
authorship of the Apocalypse, the Tübingen theory is 
convicted of a gross inconsistency. That both \Yorks, 
thc Apocalypse as well as the Gospel, come from the 
Apostle, is the judgment of Gieseler; and as far as 
authority is concerned, the confident assertions made 
on the other side are more tlmn balanced by tlle calm 
opinion of this deeply-learned and impartial scholar. 
Says Gieseler: "the internal difference, in language 
a:ld modes of thought, between the Apocalypse which 
J olIn wrote before he had passed beyond the IIebrew 
trai
1Ïng and the Palestinian Jewish Christianity, and 
the Gospel and the Epistles which he wrote after 
living from twenty to thirty years among the Greeks, 
is so incyitable a consequence of the circumstances in 
which he was placed, that, had this effect not occurred, 
the fact would have awakened suspicion. And yet 
there ex.ist in the two works 111any points of resenl- 
blance, and evidences of the continuity of the author's 
development and culture." 1 
2. But even if it were establishcd that the Apoca- 
lypse and the fourth Gospel are not from one author, 
the verdict III list still be given in favor of the genuine- 
ness of the Gospel. Bleek agrees, on tIle whole, with 
De 'Vette and Baur in supposing that we are com 
pelled to reject the J ohannean authorship of one or the 
other, and, in common with N candcr and many other 
critics of the evangelical as well as the unbelieving 


1 Gieseler's K. G., B. I. B. 127. N. 8. 
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.;;ohool, holds the opinion that the Apocalypse IS 
not the \York of John. As we have said, provided the 
dilemma Call be made Ollt to exist, this is the reasonable 
Opll1l0n. rrhe Apocalypse has no doubt been in the 
church since the date we ha\Te assigned for its compo- 
sition. As early as Justin l\Iartyr it was quoted 
as the work of the Apostle John; but its genuineness 
was also early questioned. It was questioned not 
only by the Alogi, but also by the Roman presbyter 
Caius (circa 200) who likewise ascribed it to Cerin- 
thus. I Dionysius of Alexandria, the pupil and suc- 
cessor of Origen, to whose opinion on the style of 
the .Apocalypse we have adverted, endeavors to provc 
from internal evidence that the Apostle John did 
not write the work, and is inclined to attribute it to a 
contemporary of the Apostle at Ephesus, John the 
presbyter. Eusebius leans to the samc opinion. lIe, 
also, hesitates about placing it among the Homologou- 
Inena, or New Testaulent writings ,,, hich were univer- 
sally received as apostclica1. 2 It was not included in 
the ancient Syrian version. Long after it was 
received universally in the 'Vest ern church, doubts 
concerning its genuineness continued in the East. If 
written by John the presbyter, "a holy and inspired 
n:an," as Dionysius supposes him to be, the latcr 
habit of ascribing it to the Apostle, may have been 
a Jnistake for which the real author was not respon- 


1 Euseb., Lib. III. c. 28. 


2 Euseb., Lib. III. c. 25. 
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sible. And if the denial of its genuineness sprang 
from the great reaction of the Church in the second 
century against Chiliastic views, it was supported, as 
we. have seen in the case of Dionysius, by critical 
arguments. The evidence for the apostolic authorship 
of the Apocalypse is far frolll being equal to the accu- 
mulated "eight of evidence for the J ohannean author- 
ship of the fourth Gospel. For the former, the main 
proofs of a composition by the Apostle are external. 
In the case of the fourth Gospel, besides having 
all that can be askcd in the way of external evidence, 
we are able to add the Inost impressive internal proofs 
of its genuineness. 
In giving the internal evidence for the genuineness 
of John, it would be a great o,"crsight to Olllit a 
notice of the proof afforded by the last chapter. 
Every reader of the Gospel will observe that ill the 
last verses of the twentieth chapter the author appears 
to be concluding his work. It was held by Grotius, 
with WhOlll agree many living critics on the evangel- 
ical side, as well as Zeller and other disciples of thc 
'fübingen school, that the Entire twenty-first chapter is 
frOln another haud. Others are of opinion that t11is 
is true of thc last two verses alone. That such is 
the fact respccting the last verse and the last half of 
thc versc prcccding, froUl thc words, "and we know 
that his tcstimony is true," -admits of no rational 
doubt. The remaindcr of the chaptcr bears strong 
marks of genuineness, although it is not improbable 
9 
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that John added the chapter to his Gospel as a sort of 
supplement. In any case, it is obvious that the con- 
\'ersation upon the question whether John was to 
survive until the advent of Christ, wOlùd possess no 
interest and have no pertinency at any tin1e long 
subsequent to his death. But the concluding verses, 
regarded, as they U1USt be, in the light of a testimony 
to the genuineness of the Gospel on the part of 
the person or persons by whom it was issued, consti- 
tute an impressive proof. rrhe fact that this attesta- 
tion is anonymous indicates that he or they who nlade 
it, were well known to those for whom it was de- 
signed; it is utterly inconsistent with the supposi- 
tion of fraud. 'Vhat meaning or value would an 
attestation wholly anonymous have possessed, at the 
first appearance of the Gospel, unless the source 
wllence this testimony proceeded ,vere well known? 
An impostor would have named the church of Ephesus 
or its bishop, if he had intended to give a facti- 
tious credit to his forgery, by claiming their sanction 
for it. Suppose this conclusion to have been written 
by friends to wlImn John had delivered his Gospc1, 
and frOln whom it went forth to the world, and 
the whole phenomenon is explained. 


. 
In the preceding pages, various objections from 
the side of disbelievers in the genuineness of this 
Gospel hayc been incidentally considered. Yet the 
aim has been positively to establish our proposition, 



REFUTATION OF BAUR. 


131 


with the introduction of no more of polemical n1atter 
than seemed indispensable to this end. 'Ve now 
propose to subject the theory of Baur to a n10re 
detailed examination. 


BAUR'S THEORY RESPECTI
G THE AUTHORSHIP OF 
THE FOURTH GOSPEL. 


To reduce the observations of Baut to a self- 
consistent hypothesis is not an easy task. In general, 
however, he holds that the main idea of this Gospel 
is the develoPlnent of the unbelief of the Jews in its 
conflict with the self-manifestation of Christ, until that 
unbelief culminates in the taking of his life. Baur is 
not original in supposing this to be a leading thought 
in the writer's mind. But nothing is thereby proved 
against the verity of the history, since the actual 
course of Christ's life was attended with the deyelop- 
n1ent of a spirit of disbelief, which finally broke out 
in the great act of violence. But BanI' goes farther. 
He pretends that the history is fictitious and is ar- 
tificially contrived as a vestment for the idea. This, 
however, is not the sole idea for which, as it is 
claimeù, the writer weaves a fictitious dress. That 
faith, in orùer to be real and of any yalae, lliust 
be self-sustained by an inward power of its own, with 
no help from outward proof through n1Ïracles, is sup- 
posed to be another leading thought of the writer; 
and this, it is pretended, he illustrates by means of 
invented narrative. Besides, Baur professes to find the 
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traces of Gnostic Dualism in the antithesis of light 
and darkness, to which the Gospel writer more than 
once adverts. 1 Sometimes the language of Baur 
'Would seem to iml)ly that the Evangelist, misled 
by the vividness of his own conceptions, actually con- 
founds them with reality. But, notwithstanding an 
occasional vague expression of this kind, it is Baur's 
real meaning, as he abundantly explains, that the 
narratives of the fourth Gospel are intentional fictions 
composed t.o embody certain ideas and recOlnmend 
them to acceptance. 
This remarkable hypothesis Baur undertakes to 
support by exegesis. The character of llis interpreta- 
tions we shall now exhibit to the reader. vVe should 
observe that in tl1Ïs department of our inquiry we 
have derived essential aid from the acute observations 
of BrÜckner. 
I. There is no truth in the charge that a Dualistic 
theory is taught in John's Gospel. In connection 
with every passage which Baur cites, the distinction 
between light and darkness is declared to be ethical. 
It is not a physical or Inetaphysical separation, but is 
founded in voluntary character. l\[en remain in dark- 
ness "because their deeds are evil;" they 'will not 
COlne to the light for fear of being rebuked. See 
John iii. 19-21; also, compare John viii. 47 with viii. 
34, and John xii. 35, 36 with John xii. 43. It is said 
that " all things were made by" the VV ord, and that 


1 Baur, Die Kanon. Erangelicn, s. 88, 8!). 
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He "calne unto I-lis own," i. e., to the Jews (John 
i. 3, 11). How baseless then is the imputation of a 
Gnostic Dualislll to the Evangelist, in which the 
Jews, or most of them, are destitute of " tIle light- 
nature! " 
2. Baur's exposition of the passages relative to 
John the Baptist is most unnatural. In c. i. 32, 33 
there is given the testimony of John the Baptist to "the 
descent of the Spirit, as a dove, upon Jesus. This 
sign, he said, had been appointed" by lIim who sent 
me to baptize .with water." How plain, especially 
with the narrative of the Synoptics before us, that the 
recognition of Jesus was at his baptism, which 
the Evangelist notices here, though it had taken place 
earlier than the events just before recorded ! Yet 
Baur denies this, and even denies that tIle passage 
implies that Jesus was baptized by JolIn! Baur 
attcmpts to cstablish the existence of all artificial 
c11ronology-a double trias of days, beginning with 
c. i. 29 and tcrminating ,yith c. ii. 12; but we need 
say no more than that the double trias is made 
out by assuming a new day, falsely and without the 
slightest support frOlll the text, at ver. 11. Had the 
Evangelist contrived the chronological scheme which 
his critic imputes to him, hc would not have omitted 
to make the division of time at ver. 41, wl1Ïch the 
critic interpolates. 
Baur's trcatmcnt of the narrative of the miracle 
in Cana is extraordinary. 'Yhy a circumstantial ac- 
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count of this kind should be deliberately fabricated by 
such a writer as the Evangelist, is a question not easy 
to answer. Baur sees in it an allegorical repl'esel1ta- 
tion of the position of John the Baptist (wl1Ïch is indi- 
cated by the water), and the transition to the higher 
position of Jesus (which is denoted by the wine); 
together with a further reference to Jesus under the 
SYIIlùol of the bridegroom. Not that the Evangelist 
means that his readers should regard his narrative as 
a fiction; he would pahn it off on thmn as fact. But 
it is the force of " the idea" in his own mind, which 
nIoves hiln to the invention of the story. It is Ilardly 
necessary to say that the notion of an allegory is 
favored by not so HIuch as a hint in the narrative 
itself; nay, it is excluded by the declaration (in ver. 
11) that the end of the lniracle was the manifestation 
of the glory of Christ. 
A good illustration of the style of Baur's exegesis 
is afforded by his comments on John iii. 22, where 
J esns is said to 11ave tarried with his disciples and 
baptized. In the next chapter (John iv. 2), it is 
incidentally eXplained that Jesus himself baptized 
not, but his disciples. That this explanation, omitted 
in the first passage, should be thrown in afterwards, is 
nothing strange. But Baur sees in the two passages 
the proofs of a deep design. The Evangelist, he 
thinks, would elevate Jesus above JolIn, but would do 
it gradually, váth a kind of artful rhetoric. First, he 
equalizes the fornler with the latter, by stating that 
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Jesus baptized; tllen, after an interval, he advances a 
step by adding that Jesus did not (like John) hÍlnself 
baptize, but caused this rite to be performed by his 
disciples. Such a puerile device is gravely imputed to 
the artless writer of this Gospel ! 
3. On other points in the earlier chapters of John, 
Baur's interpretation will not bear examination. It is 
represented that the author of the Gospel Inakes 
Judæa "the country" of Jesus (John iv. 44); 
although it is perfectly evident fr01ll the context that 
such is not his Ineaning, but that he ascribes the 
increasing admiration of Jesus on the part of the 
Galileans, his countrynlen, to the commotion which 
he had occasioned at Jerusalem. Nicodemus is pro- 
nounced a fictitious character, introduced as a rcpre- 
sentative of the unbelieving Jews who require n1Ïracles, 
while the woman of Sam aria is said to rcprescnt the 
susceptiLle Gentiles who believe without the nceù of 
miracles. Unfortunately for EmIT's theory, Nicodemus 
is not descrihed as an unbeliever, but as having some 
degree of faith, and the Samaritan WOlllan believes in 
consequence of the evidence which she had of the 
miraculous knowledge of Christ, by whom she was 
told all things that evcr she did (John iv. 29). 
4. rrhe effort of Raul' to dcstroy the credihility of 
the seventh chapter, a portion of the Gospel which is 
stamped with irresistiLle evidence of truth, leads him 
into stillnlOre pcrvcrse illterprrtation. J esu
 (ver. 10) 
went up to the feast, not with his brcthrcn, not openly. 
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" b t . t . t " 
] - TI . 
u as I \vere In secre -w;::v X(!V:lTC:J. us 
plain statelnent, BanI' not only twists into a declaration 
that Jesus made hiinself, after a Docetic fashion, invisi- 
ble, but, also, that he presented himself before the 
Jews in a forin different from his own. And this is 
only one of the n1Ïsinterpretations which the seventh 
chapter is made to suffer. Of this misrepresentation 
of the sense of '(1); ill xov;rri3, BrÜckner sa y s: "it is 
... < 
not sustained by the words theIl1selves, it rests upon 
the false interpretation of vs. 15 and 20, and it is 
fully refuted by vel'. 14, where the pnblic appearance 
of Christ without any such Docetic transformation is 
related, as well as by vel'. 25, \vhere Jesus is actually 
recognized by some at the smne lllOl11ent when others 
do l10t know him,-so that, if Baur's view were right, 
he 111Ust have taien on a shape which veiled the 
identity of his person from sonle, while it was disclosed 
to others." Baur's treatment of the entire chapter, 
BrÜckner has well exposed. "According to Baur," 
says this able critic, "the theological end (tendency) to 
be accomplished by the seventh chapter is 'to show how 
the dialectics into which unbelief enters carry their 
own dialectical refutation; and in this way, that Jesus 
in three different sorts of self-manifestation confronts 
the unbelief of the Jews: in the first, ill X(JV7lTC:J; in 
the second, at vel'. 28; in the third, at vs. 37 seq. 
This wllOle arrangen1cnt by BanI' breaks to pieccs on 
the corrcct interpretation of vel'. 10, which refers to no 
appearance of Christ before the Jews, such as Baur 
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pretends to be referred to by the ill )((!V;rT
"J; it, also, 
clashes with the fact that the favor
ble inclination of 
the people to Jesus (vs. 1:2, 31, 40, 41) is just as 
often brought forward, as is the unbelief of the Jews; 
it ignores the distinction between" the people" (ÖZ}.o;) 
and the Rulers, which runs through the whole chapter, 
and which grcatly influences the words of Christ, as 
well as the replies to him and the judgment concerning 
them; it robs the narrative, in which the Evangelist is 
much more concerned with things done than with 
things said, of its life; and it Ï1nputes to tIle Evange- 
list purposes which are nowhere indicated, and have no 
nlOre plausibility than a great many others which 
might be suggested with an equal or greater show of 
justice." 1 If we could reasonably ascrihe to the 
author of the Gospel any "tendency," it would be 
more rational to say that he designed to set forth the 
schisnl between the people and the rulers, and even 
among the rulers themselves, than to e
hibit the 
unbelief of the Jews as a body. And Batu's exegesis 
of this chaptcr lllay serve as a touchstone of his 
theory. lIe is under the necessity of finding in this, 
as in every other narrative in the Gospel, somc occult 
dcsign, "the idca," which sways the writcr in the 
contrivance of his allegcd fiction. To cxplain the 
narrati,'c in detail Gonformably to this theory is fomHI 
quite ill1possil)le, without a resort to the most fm1l'iful 
and violent interpretation. 


1 BI,tickner's De "Wettc, s. 130, 140. 
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5. Baur would have us believe that the Evangelist 
has 111ade up various tales and conversations in order 
to exhibit a particular conception of faith and of 
unbelief. Thus, the belief of the Samaritans and the 
belief of the nobleman (John iv. 39, 50) are designed, 
we are assured, to cOlnmend a faith which is founded 
on tIle words of Christ, instead of on miracles. It is 
impossible not to see the difference of the two cases. 
The faith of the Smnaritans was first awakened by the 
saying-vut ròJI Âóyov-of tIle woman: "He told lne 
all that ever I did." It rested on belief in her testi- 
mony to the exhibition of n1iraculous knowledge. 
The nobleman, on tIle contrary, believed the word- 
rçJ ÂÓY
J-of Jesus; that is, credited a particular 
declaration; and he "believed," at least was assured 
in his faith, after the miracle and in consequence of it, 
ver. 53. Equally fanciful is Baur's notion that the 
design of the sixth chapter is to depict the manner 
in ;which a faith that is produced by miracles, shows 
itself a mere semblance of faith; that the allusion to 
Judas (vi. G4) is to show how a perverse will be- 
comes likewise the mere counterfeit of faith; that 
the inquiry, "have any of the Rulers or the Phari- 
sees believed on hÏ1n," is put into the mout.11 of the 
Pharisees and Priests for the purpose of presenting the 
clilnax of unbelief, when it rests upon no grounds at 
all ! The case of Thomas is considered by BanI' to be 
a fiction to illustrate the doctrine that faith, when based 
on sight, is no fnith. But Jesus does not say that 
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Thomas has '1LO faith; he says the opposite. lIe says, 
"because thou hast seen, tholt hast belieced," and then 
exalts the faith of those who have not seen. But 
these last are not those who believe without evidence, 
but who believe on the evidence of testimony, which 
Thomas (ver. 25) had refuscd to do. That EmIr's 
interprctation of the Evangelist's design is false, the 
verses imnlediately following the account of the skep- 
ticism of Thomas decisively pro"e: "
lany other signs 
tnùy did J eSllS . . . . but thése are l\Titten, that !Ie might 
believe that Jeslls is the Christ, the SOll oj God." 
6. Certain circunlstances in the nalTative of John 
which to an unprejudiced reader afford irresistible 
evidence of its historical truth, are construcd by this 
hostile and suspicious critici
nl into proofs of sinister, 
mendacious contrivancc. }"or cxample, the anointing 
of tIle eyes of the blind luan with clay (c. ix. 6) is 
pronounced an invention to make tbe brcaking of the 
Sabbath more lllarked; and the delays and reluctance 
of Pilatc, which are so true to nature, are fabricated to 
enhance the guilt of the Jews in conden1ning him. 
In tIle same spirit BanI' charges that the hearing of 
Jrsus hcfore Annas is a fabrication to hcightcn the 
guilt of the Jews; although John does not stop to 
rccord the actual condemnation of J csus by either 
Annas or Caiaphas, and a carcful cxamination of his 
narrative (comp. .John xviii. 24 with vs. 18, 25, 2ð) 
shows that the dcnials of Petcr took place after Jesus 
was led away frOln Annas to Caiapllas, 
o that notl1Ïng 
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that occurred in the interview with the former is 
recorded. One of the most extravagant specimens of 
the Tübingen method of criticism is the notion that in 
this Gospel there is a studied depreciation oÎ Peter. l 
The honor put upon Peter by his l\faster's solemn 
charge (John xxi. 15, 18), an incident recorded by no . 
other evangelist, would seem to be a sufficient refuta- 
tion of a charge which rests on trivial grounds. It is 
even affinued by these critics that in John xviii. 26, 
where one of the servants who interrogated Peter is 
characterized as a kinsman of the person " ,vhose ear 
Peter cut off," the Evangelist goes out of his way to 
bring in an act discreditable to Peter; an act, too, 
which these cl'itics also say is falsely attributed to hÏ1n. 
A double falsification is thus laid to the charge of the 
Evangelist, and in one instance, at least, a very cun- 
ning falsification. Our readers must judge whether 
thoughts like these really had their birth in the n1Ïnd 
of the Evangelist, or only in the mind of his critic. 
7. Baur dwells with Hlurh emphasis on the account 
of the piercing of the side of the crucified Jesus by a 
soldier's lance, as a passage fully sustaining his hypo- 
thesis respecting the general character of the GospeJ, 
and in particular his theory that the author dates the 
crucifixion on the 1110fl1ing before the occurrence of the 
Jewish passover lueal, in order to make that event 
coincide chronologically with the slaying of the pass- 
over-laIub. l-Iaving said that the soldiers did not 


1 Daur, s. 323. 
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break the legs of Christ, but that one of them pierced 
his side, probably in order to assure himself that he 
was dead, as he appeared to be, the Evangelist adds 
(John xix. 36, 37): "these things were done that the 
scripture should be fulfilled, 'a bone of hilll shall not 
be broken.' And again another scripture saith, , they 
shall loo
 on him whOln they pierced.'" :Now this 
passage is all that the Gospel says which can be 
thought to imply a similitude hetween Christ and the 
slain l31ub of the passover. l 'Ye are willing to 
concede that such an analogy is here implied, in the 
circlunstance that the bones of Christ were not broken. 
But the attention of the Evangelist is Inore drawn to 
the fact that preùictions are flùfilleù (see ver. 37), 
irrespective of the thought that thereby Jesus was 
exhibited as the Passover-Lamb; and his interest is 
still greater in the surprising fact that water with blood 
flowed from the wound in his side. lIad it been a 
leading purpose on 11Ïs part to set forth a parallelisln 
between the crucifi
ion and the slaying of the lamb, a 
purpose so prominent in his mind as to lead him to 
contradict the received authorities by nÜsdating 
Christ's death, it is iIupossible tlmt the analogy should 
hm"e been suggested in so cursory and incidental a 
way. lIe would infallihly have nlaùe his theological 
illea clear and conspicuous. The Apostle Pmù hÏ1nself, 


1 The exclamation of the Baptist (John i. 29) refers to tho con. 
ccption of the Messiah which was drawn from Isaiah liii., and not 
to the lamb of the passover. 
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who, according to Baur, undoubtedly placed the death 
of Jesus on the nlOrning after the Jewish passoyer- 
meal, brings forward even more explicitly the SaIne 
analogy which John is supposed to suggest, and 
probably does suggest, in the passage on 'which we are 
cOllunenting. Paul says (I Cor. v. 7): "for even 
Christ, our Passover, is sacrificed for us." It is 
worthy of note that the same thought which is 
innocent when suggested by Paul, is made to bear so 
trmnendous a burden of consequences when suggested 
by the Evangelist. The reader will not forget that 
this passage in John in respect to the piercing of the 
body of Christ by the soldier's lance, is accompanied 
by a solemn asseveration of its truth, the Evangelist- 
for it is of himself that the writer speaks-professing 
to have been an eyewitness (c. xix. 35). It is cm'ious 
to inquire how Baur disposes of this passage, which if 
it be false, lllUSt be held to resemble very closely 
wilful lying, notwithstanding the disquisitiolls of the 
'rübingen critics ahout anonyn1Íty, the license allowed 
to literary forgery in the old time, and "the power of 
the idea." Batu's language, in comn1enting on this 
asseveration of the Evangelist, is unusually hazy. He 
appears to say that it is only the truth of the intuition 
that Christ in dying opened the fulness of spiritual 
life for the believing world, which "the Evangelist 
testifies to with the iUllnediate certainty of his Chris- 
tian consciousness." It cannot be Bmu's intention to 
say that the Evangelist does not design to make his 
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readers believe in the objective facts which he here 
records; and yet the critic shrinks, with a somewhat 
commendable feeling, fr0111 distinctly charging him 
with conscious Inendacity. It will be plain to every 
unsophisticated l11ind that what is called "the might 
of the idea," granting that such a force was operative 
in the Evangelist's mind, would lead no one but a liar 
deliberately to affirm that he had seen a certain person 
struck with a lance by a soldier, when he had not. 
8. It would be easy to nuùtiply from Batu's 
treatise examples of what we cannot but consider a 
wholly improhable, and even forced, exegf'sis of pas- 
sages in this Gospel. For the present discussion, 
however, it is only essential to notice his interpreta- 
tions so far as they are enlploycd to sustain his lead- 
ing hypothesis. Yet, we cannot forbear to mention 
one or two additional instances of this unnatural con- 
struction of the Evangelist's words. The critic finds 
in the reply of the risen Jesus to the salutation of 
)Iary: "go unto my brethren, and say unto them, I 
ascend unto 111Y Father," an expression of the pur- 
pose of Christ to ascend on the instant; and, accord- 
ing to Baur, that he did then and there ascend, is the 
Evangelist's idea. It is hardly necessary to say that 
the present tense of the verb docs not at all confine us 
to this strange inference, whieh is contradicted by Ys. 
2û, 27. It is obviously the idea of the Evaugclist 
that Christ had been on the earth up to the time of his 
meeting 
Iary (vs. 1-17), which of itsclf overthrows 
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Bam"s notion that he is represented as ascending imme- 
diately on his rising from the dead. A signal instance 
of a similar style of exegesis, as well as illustration of 
the eIllbarrassment in which Baur involves hilllself in 
his arraignlnent of the Evangelist, is the explanation 
he gives of John xiv. 31, a })assage which we have 
add uced in proof of the fidelit.y uf the Evangelist's 
report of the discourses of Christ: "Arise, let us go 
hence" (iYl:í(!l:(j{}l:;1 è<:Y{rJfll:v). These words, which 
were doubtless a current phrase, happen to be used 
by Christ, according to l\latt. xxvi. 46, in another 
connection. The author of J o11n, says BauI', found 
them in the Synoptics and introduced thCln at this 
place, in order to mal.e a JJaU8e ! I t happens that a 
pause is lnade without this phrase, which in any event 
would be perfectly inapposite to the purpose. As 
far as we can see, the Evangelist n1ight as well he 
conceived to introduce the fraglnellt of a genealogy 
for the sake of luaking a transition to a new topic, as 
a phrase like this. 


These curiosities of interpretation remind us of 
the incongruous representations of the TÜbingen 
criticisrn in regard to the relation of the Evangelist 
to the synoptical writers. All concede that the fourth 
Gospel, in structure and contents, has the character 
of an independent narrative. This independcnce the 
Tübingen critics, in n1al1Y instances, exaggerate into 
an intended contradiction, and a see111ingly needless 
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contradiction on essential points. Yet they affirm, 
in the SaIne breath, that even on these points where 
the Evangelist wantonly breaks loose frOlll the synop- 
tical authorities, he slavishly borrows from thern. It 
is in imitation of the synoptical writers that John 
makes Jesus visit Jerusalenl to attend festivals; yet 
he does not scruple to contradict them in 111ultiplying 
the number of these visits: he takes from the other 
Gospels the circumstance of the scourging in the 
temple, but transfers it from the end to the beginning 
of his n1Ïnistry: he is dependent on the sanle writers 
for lllllCh that is said of John's baptism "with water," 
and his recognition of Jesus (John i. 31, 35), and yet 
implies that Jesus was not baptized. For these and 
numerous other supposed deyiations from the Synop- 
tics, the critics are able to assign no sufficient reasons. 
The Synoptics might haye been followed, and the endg 
attributed to the Evangelist equally well secured. 
The TÜbingen pretension is 1110st inconsistent when 
single words and scraps of sentences are alleged to be 
borrowed from the first three Gospels, although the 
passages where they are found in the Evangelist are, 
in their nlatter, original and wholly independent of 
those Gospels. A good example is the passage, 
"Arise, let us go hence" (John xiv. 31), which has 
already been referred to. Sometimes Baur is ohliged 
to fall hack on hypotheses more characteristic of 
Strauss, in order to provide his readers with some 
explanation of the narratives of llliraclcs. Thus, the 
10 
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raising of Lazarus is to present an exertion of lluraCli- 
lous power, which is a grade ahove the case, in the 


.rnoptics, of the raising of the son of the widow of 
N ain. Of course, not a particle of proof is voucb- 
safed in support of this empty cOlljecture. Again, 
Baur contends that the narrative of the healing of the 
nobleman's son (John iv. 46 seq.) is a copy or imita- 
tion of the narrative in Matt. viii. 5 seq. of the cure 
of the centurion's servant. Baur supposes that the 
former narrative was to prove the superiority, in the 
judgment of Christ, of a faith which rests on his 
word alone; and he further supposes that a constant 
aim of the fourth Gospel is to covertly extol the 
susceptibility of the Gentiles, in contrast with the 
unbelief of the Jews. Now in J\Iatthew's narrative 
(1\lat1. viii.), Jesus is represented to have marvelled 
at the centurion's faith, and to have said: "Verily I 
say unto you, I have not found so great faith, no, not 
in Israel!" If the author of John were following 
l\latthew's narrative, this would be the most. welcome 
and the most apposite passage in the whole of it. Yet 
he omits it altogether! Can a hypothesis receive a 
more complete overthrow than is experienced by that 
of Baur concerning this portion of John? 
\Ve have judged it desirable thus to sift the inter- 
pretations of the TÜbingen critics, for the sake of 
thoroughly acquainting our readers with the character 
of the arglllllents ,,-hich are relied upon in the assault 
upon the genuineness of this Gospel. Be it remem- 
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bered that all this unsound, m'tificial interpretation is 
indispensable to the success of their cause. A corres- 
pondence n1llst be found between the various inci- 
dents, conversations, discourses, in John and the 
theological "tendency)) which has the credit of 
fabricating them. A faihu.e to detect this corres- 
pondence, in the detailed investigation of the Gospel, 
and by a fair exegesis of it, is the downfall of the 
entire theory, even if there were not11Ïng else to be 
said against it. f).'hat such a failure is justly attribu- 
table to the critic, the foregoing exmnination has 
sufficiently evinced. 


In a previous part of this Essay, we have re- 
marked upon the proofs of an interest in the history 
as such-a genuine historical feeling-on the part of 
the author of this Gospel. These are proofs which, be- 
ing obviously undesigned features in the narrativc, are 
peculiarly impressive. And since the variations in 
John frOln the sYl10ptical Go
pels can be accounted 
for on no such theory as that of the rrübingen critics, 
we are authorizcd in pronouncing them evidences 
of the faithflù recollection of the Evangelist. Let the 
reader examine his account of the baptisnl of Jesus 
and the testimony to Jcsus by the Baptist (John i. 
19-37); his record of the calling of the apostles 
(JoInl i. 35-43); his description of the designation 
of the traitor, at the last supper (John xiii. 21-30) ; 
his narratiye of the denials of Peter (John xxiii. 15 
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seq.); his specification of the dates of the supper and 
the crucifixion; his relation of the circumstances 
attending the last journey of Jesus to Jerusalem. Let 
the reader compare the Evangelist in these places 
with corresponding passages in the Synoptics, and 
he will feel that he has in his hands an independent 
and accurately informed historian. 


'Vhen Baur, leaving the special criticism of the 
Gospel, Inoceeds to state his conception of the cl1arac- 
tel' and motives of the author of this extraordinary 
composition, he betrays, if we nlistake not, in his 
lowered, apologetic tone, some feeling of elnbarrass- 
ment. 'Vhat conception have the Tübingen critics 
of tIle writer of this Gospel? He was a nlan, as 
Baur says, of remarkable nlind, of an elevated spirit, 
and penetrated with a warm, adoring faith in Christ 
as the Son of God and Saviour of the world. 1'hat 
faith must have been founded on the evangelical 
history. At least, it HUlst have involved a reverential 
sense of tIle sacredness of that history. How could 
such a man fabricate a life of his l\Iaster, as a sub- 
stitute for the müllentic lives with which lIe was 
acquainted? IIow could he pervert, distort, falsify 
transactions, with the reality of which his holiest feel- 
ings were bound up; artfully assuming to be an 
apostle and confidant of the Lord, for the sake of 
ascribing to hinl discourses that he never uttered and 
deeds that he never performed! Baur cOlIlparcs the 
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Evangelist ,yith the Apostle Pau!.1 He, says Bam, 
was not one of the original disciples. It was only 
through visions that he personally knew Christ. And 
BanI' draws a deliberate parallel between the Apostle 
to the Gentiles, and the unknmyn but gifted and 
ardently believing author of this Gospel. The com- 
parison is an unhappy one for his theory. Imagine 
the Apostle Paul sitting down to fabricate a fictitious 
history of the Saviour! Imagine him casting away 
the authentic deeds and words of Christ and inyent- 
iug in the room of thelll a fictitious tale of his lifc! 

rhe thought of so sacrilegious an act could never 
occur to IÜs earnest soul. lIad it been suggested by 
another, with what indignation and hOITor would he 
have repelled the proposal! No reader of the Pauline 
Epistles will have a doubt on this point. Yet an im- 
posture even l110re flagrant is attributed to the 
author of the fourth Gospel, for he daims to be a cmn- 
panion of Christ; while at the same time his accusers 
associate hÏ1n with Paul, as a counterpart in intellec- 
tual and moral qualities, and in the depth and ardor of 
his faith in the Lord. The religionists, weak-minded 
and of obscure nloral perceptions, who are rcsponsilJle 
for the ClU111SY fabrications found in the apocryphal 
Gospels, for the most part confined themselves to 
those I)eriods of Christ's life where the canonical 
authors arc si
ent, such as the infancy of the Lord. 
'fhcy sought to connect with the authentic narratives 


1 B
lUr's Fan. Erangelien, B. 384. 
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their silly inventions. It was reserved for the writer 
of the fourth Gospel to attain to that pitch of audacity, 
or that confusion as to the distinction between truth 
and falsehood, which qualified hÏ1n to extend his 
cleverly executed fraud over the whole contents of 
the evangelical history. And yet he was one fit to be 
placed in the sanle category with Paul ! 
It is incredible that a work of the power and 
loftiness of the fourth Gospel should have sprung up 
in the second century. Let anyone who would 
understand the difference between the apostolic and 
the next following age undertake to read the Apostolic 
Fathers. fIe will be conscious at once that he has 
passed into another atmosphere. He has descended 
from the heights of inspiration to the level of ordinary, 
and often feeble, thinking. In the first half of the 
second century there is no writer of l11arked origi- 
nality ;. none who can be called fresh or suggestive. 
To set a work like the fourth Gospel in that age is a 
literary anachronisln. That a writer, towering so 
above all his contelnporaries, should stoop to wear a 
n1ask, and gain his end by a hateful, jesuitical contri- 
vance, is a supposition burdened with difficulties. The 
irrational character of this hypothesis, Neander has 
well shown in a passage wllÏch is valuable alike for 
its thoughts and for tbe source whence they conIe, and 
with which we conclude the present Essay. . 
"The whole development of the' Church frOln 
Justin 1\lartyr onward testifies to the presence of such 
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a Gospel, which operated powerfully on men's n1inds. 
It cannot be eXplained from any succeeding mental 
tendency in the following age, nor from the mllalgama- 
tion of several. To be sure, this production existed 
as a representation of a higher unity, as a reconciling 
element with reference to the contrarieties of that age, 
and could exert an attractive power over luinds of 
so opposite a kind as a Heracleon, a Clement of Alex- 
andria, an Irenæus, and a Tertullian. vVhere should 
we be able to find in that age a man who was eleva- 
ted above its contrarieties of opinion [Gegensätze], 
by which everything is lllore or less swayed? And 
a man of so superior a Christian soul, IüUSt needs 
skulk in the dark, avail himself of such a lllask, 
instead of appearing openly in the consciousness of 
all-conquering truth and in the fceling of his lllental 
preëmincnce ! Such a Illan, so exalted above all the 
church Fathcrs of that century, had no need, forsooth, 
to shrink from the conflict. lIe IllUSt certainly have 
put more confidcnce in the n1ight of truth than in 
these arts of darkness and falsehood. .And how can 
it be shown that such a nlan, when he is contemplated 
from the point of v icw of his own age, would have 
heen restrained by no reverence for sacred history, by 
no scruples, from falsifying a history, the contents 
of which were holy to him, through arbitrary fictions, 
manufactured in the intercst of a given dogmatic 
tcndency,-through lies, in fact, which wcre to find 
thcir justification in the end to be attained by means 
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of thelll? And how unskilftùly would he have pro- 
ceeded if, in order to attain his end, he presented the 
history of Christ in a way that was in absolute con- 
trast with the universally accepted tradition? 1'\ ay, 
only frOlll such an apostle, who stood in such a rela- 
tion to Christ as a John stood, who had thus taken up 
into his own being the impression and image of that 
unique personality, could proceed a work which stands 
in such a relation to the contrarieties of the post- 
apostolic age. It is a work out of one gush, original 
throughout. The Divine in its own nature has this 
power of COll1posing differences, but never cOlùd a 
product so fresh, so original in its power [urkräftiges J, 
proceed frOlll a contrived, shrewdly planned, recon- 
ciliation of differences. This Gospel, if it do not 
emanate frOll1 the Apostle John and point to that 
Christ, the intuition of whom, on the part of the 
writer, gave birth to it, is the greatest of enigmas." 1 


} Neanùer's Geschichte d. Pflanz. u. Leit. der KÙÛw, 4 A. B. 2, 
s. G37 
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RECE
T DISCUSSIOXS UPOX TIlE ORIGIN OF THE 
FIRST THREE GOSPELS. 


THE characteristics which belong in COll1IDon to 
the first three Gospels, and distinguish them from the 
Gospel of JolIn, we suppose to be familiar to the 
rraùer. The first three Gospels-the Synoptics- 
dwell chiefly upon the Galilean ministry of Jesus. 
COlnpared with John, they are less heedful of the 
cllronological order. In truth, the cllronological out- 
line of the Saviour's ministry can he gathered froDl 
the fourth Gospel alone. The Synoptics not only 
have a large amount of nlatter in common, but 
their consonance in pl1l'aseology extends too far to 
be the result of accident; at the same time that 
thc divcrgences, existing side by sidc with this resem- 
blance, eqnally dClnand an explanation. rfhis 1ninglcd 
divergence and coincidcnce have put to the test the 
ingcnuity of critics. One general theory is that of an 
original Gospel, existing prior to the three, but revised 
or enlargeù by each historian indcpendcntly. nnt 
this thcory has two branchcs, there being SOUlC ,,-ho 
hold that the original -Gospel was a writtcn \York, 
whil
t othen, consider it a nlaSS of oral tradition which 
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had acquired a fixed form. The other general theory 
is that of a priority on the part of one of the evange- 
lists, the use of whose work hy a successor gives occa. 
sion to the peculiarity in question. But the various 
hypotheses which have been brought forward under 
this theory, or the different \'iews as to the order 
in which the Gospels were written
 exhaust the possi- 
bilities of supposition. They form, in fact, an ex- 
mnple in pennutation. l\Iatthew, Luke, and ßlark, 
was the series in the hypothesis of Griesbach, which 
has been extensively followed. Another set of critics 
are equally confident that the precedence in age 
belongs to l\Iark. 1 Others, again, are satisfied with 
neither of these views. The long-continued diversity 
of opinion on the subject is a sign of the difficulty of 
the problem. This problem we do not propose to 
discuss in the present Essay. 'Ve 111ight even waive 
the question whether these three narratives were COIn- 
posed by the persons to whOIn they are respectively 
ascribed, were it not that this question cannot be 
wholly disconnected from the proposition which we 
decnl to be of prime importance. Could it be shown, 
as is maintained by some critics who accept the narra. 
tive as substantially historical and credible, that the 
first Gospel was not written by l\Iatthew, the propo- 
sition with which we are at present concerncd, would 


1 For a full classification of critical opini.ons on this snb.iect, see 
Meyer's Einleitung to tIle first vo]ume of bis commentary on the 
N. T., or HoItzmann's recent work, Die SyníJplÙ.,clw EW11gclien. 
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not be seriously affected. 'Yhat, then, is the question 
of fundaIllental importance, on which the credibility 
of the Gospel history turns? 
The main thing which the skeptical school seeks to 
accomplish, as far as the first three Gospels are con- 
ceI'ned, is to bring down their date into the post-apos- 
tolic age. I-listory is testimony. The credibility of 
testimony depends-supposing that those who give it 
wish to teU the truth--{)n their n1eans of information. 
The credibility of the Gospels is conditioned on the 
fact that they emanate either from actual witnesses of 
the eyents recorded, or from well-informed contempo- 
raries. If it could be established that these narratives 
were drawn up long after the a
tors in tIle events, and 
the generation contemporaneous with them, had passed 
away-that they comprise floating stories and tradi- 
tions which were gathered up at or after the end of 
the century in which Christ and his immediate disci- 
ples, and those who heard their teaching, lived-their 
historical value might well be called in question. fro 
support some hypothesis of this kind, or at least 
to throw a mist of uncertainty over the whole question 
of the origin and date of tbe Gospels, is the end and 
aim of skeptical criticism. 'Ve, on our part, lnaintain 
t hat nothing has becn brought forward in behalf 
of the skeptical cause, which tends to weaken the 
established view that the Gospels belong to the apos- 
tolic age, embody the testimony of the eyewitnesses 
and em'witnesses of the life of Christ, and come 


. 
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down to us witb the seal and sanction of the apos- 
tolic Church. 
'Ye are not required to review in detail tbe proofs 
of the early date of these histories. It will be suffi- 
cient to examine the grounds on which the received 
view is sought to be impugned. It may be well, 
howeyer, to ren1Ïnd the reader, in a few words, of the 
nahue of the proof which has been relied on for estab- 
lishing the early origin of the first three Gospels 
-as it is these wlJich we are now to consider. 
Every fair and discerning reader lllUSt feel how 'well 
the whole tone and style of these writings comport 
with the belicf that they emanate frolll ther-first age of 
Christianity. Galilee is reflccted in them in a thousand 
indefinable touches. Christ-to lllcntion a single 
peclùiarity-has not come to be an habitual naIne of 
the Sayiour, as it begins to be even in the Epistles 
and in John, but is purely an official title. In these 
GOSI)els he is simply called Jesus. For the early date 
of the first three Gospels, we have the unanimous 
voice of Christian antiquity. rrhey are considered and 
declared by the early Church to be authoritative pro- 
ductions handed down frOlll the apostolic age. 'Ve 
find in the writers of the post-apostolic period no 
other conception of the life and ministry of Christ 
than is presented in the canonical Gospels. \Ye Ineet 
here and there with a saying of Christ or an incident 
in his life which they would semll to have derivetl 
frOln some other source of knowledge; but thcse ex- 


. 



DATE OF THE SYNOPTICAL GOSPELS. 157 


ceptions are so very few and unimportant as to render 
the prevailing fact of the coincidence between the 
representation of the Fathers and that of the Gospels 
the more striking. The apostolic Fathers do not 
formally state the sources whence their quotations are 
drawn. They commonly bring forward a fact of the 
Saviour's life or a passage of his teaching, without 
formal reference to the authority fI'mu which they 
derived it. Nor do they evince any care for verbal 
accuracy. But the apostolic Fathers, the contempo- 
raries and survivors of the apostles, contain many 
passages which are unnlistakably drawn frOlll the 
sYlloptical Gospels. The peclùiar method of intro- 
ducing 1\ ew 'restament passages favors the supposi- 
tion that they quote frOlll recognized documents. 
At least in one important passage, an authoritative 
written source is expressly referred to. Barnabas 
remarks: 1 "Let us therefore beware, lest it should 
happen to us as it is written: there arc many called, 
few chosen." 'rhis quotation, which is found in lUaU. 
xx. 16 and xxii. 14, is introduced by the Salne phrase 
which tbe Jews made use of in citing frOlll their 
sacred books. Barnabas referred to some book having 
a like authority among Christians, and in no other 
book of this class except our l\Iatthew is the passage 
found. The value of this quotation as a decisive 
proof that, whcll it was Blade, the Gospel of l\Iatthew 


1 c. iv. Whether the Epistlo of Barnabas be genuinc or not, it is 
certainly vcry carlr. 
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was clothed with canonical authority, has been fully 
established by the recent discovery of the Greek text 
of Barnabas in the Codex Sinaiticus. By this docu- 
ment the phrase, it is 'written, is proved to be a part 
of the original, and not an addition of the Latin 
translator, as Credner and others had been inclined to 
maintain. The Epistle of Barnabas cannot be placed 
later tlmn the beginning of the second century. 
That a canon of the New Testament had begun to be 
forn1ed, is also clearly indicated by this manner of 
quotation. rrhat Matthew did not stand as the sole 
Gospel in this canon, Tischendorf has argued on good 
grounds. l The drift of the evidence points to the 
conclusion that the four Gospels enjoyed then the 
preëminence which they bear in Justin and the wri- 
ters that follow him. This we know, that the long 
scrutiny which has been directed to the quotations in 
Justin has established, beyond all reasonable doubt, the 
fact of a use by him of all of our canonical Gospels. 
And Justin was born a little more than ten years 
before the end of the first century, and less than 
twenty years after the capture of JerusalmTI, and at a 
tilne when the Apostle John was probably still living. 
}'rOlTI 
latthew and Luke especially, his citations are 
very numerous. 


Let us now take up the Synoptics In their order, 
commencing with 


1 See Tischendorf, Wcnn wurdcn die Ðcangclien vcrfaBst '! p. 42 seq. 
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MATTHEW. 


1. We begin with an exan1Ïnation of the tes- 
timony of Papias, which, in respect to both Mat- 
thew and 1\1 ark, is most valuable, and has properly 
attracted the earnest attention of 1110dern critics. 
Renan builds upon this testimony, or rather upon his 
misconception of it, his theory respecting the origin 
of the Gospels. Scholars of every school unite in 
their estimate of the importance to be attached to tIris 
piece of evidence. 
Papias was bishop of Hierapolis, in Phrygia, in the 
first half of the second century. lIe is described by 
Irenaeus 1 as "an ancient 111an," a contemporary and 
fricnd of Polycarp, who was a disciple of J olm the 
Evangelist. Irenacus also states that Papias had 
himself heard the Apostle John, but Eusebius con- 
siders that Irenaeus errs in this particular by wrongly 
interpreting the language of Papias. .But Papias says 
of himself that he made inquiries of many persons 
who had been familiar with the apostlcs, and he was 
certainly acquaintcd with John the Presbyter, who 
was a contcmporary of JolIn the Apostle at Ephesus. 
Partly, but not wholly, on account of his millenarian 
views, so offcnsiyc to Eusebius, Papias is pronounced 
hy the latter a nlan of inferior talcnts. But howevcr 
modcrate his inteUcctual powers, he was justly re- 
gardcd as an honcst witness or l'eportcr of what he 


1 Quoted in Euseb., H. E., Lib. iii. c. 39. 
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had seen and heard. 1 lIe reports what he hDd re
 
ceived from companions of the apostles. lIe busied 
hin1sclf with gathering up frOlll oral tradition the 
declarations of the apostles, which he published, with 
comn1ents of his own, in a work consisting of five 
books. From this work, Eusebius presents us with 
the following extract: 


" And John the Presbyter said this: 'l\Iark being 
the interpret
r of Peter wrote accurately whatever he 
remelnbered, though indeed not [setting down] in 
order what was said or done by Christ, for he did not 
hear the Lord, nor did he follow him: but afterwards, 
as I said, [he followed] Peter, who adapted his dis- 
courses to the necessities of the occasion, but not so as 
to furnish a systematic account of the oracles of the 
Lord (XV(!l(
X('3v '),o?íU)J1 or }.Ó?lùl l ); so that l\Iark 
cOlllmitted no fault when he wrote some things as he 
recollected them. For of one thing he took care-to 
pass by nothing which he heard, and not to falsify in 
anything.'" "Such," adds Eusebius, "is the relation 
in Papias concerning l\Iark. But of l\latthew this is 
said: 'l\Iatthew wrote the oracles (rà ÂÓ?lU) in the 
IIebrew tongue; and everyone interpreted them as he 
was able.'" 


! The often-quoted passnge in Pitpins relative to the colossal 
gr3pes to be expected in the Millennial age awakens no doubt as to 
his veracity. It only shows that apocryphal sayings of Christ were 
E;arly set in circulation, and by its contrast with the style of the 
canonical Gospels, confirms their veracity. 
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The passage had always been considered, up to a 
recent date, as refening to our Gospels of 
Iatthew 
and l\Iark. It was suggested, however, by Schleier. 
macher that the IO!Jia, which we have rendered ora- 
cles, signifies only discollrses; and hence a number 
of critics, including the distinguished cOlnmentator, 

Ieyer, have founded upon this testimony of Papias 
the opinion that at the basis of our first Gospel, and 
prior to it, was a collection by l\Iatthew of the teach- 
ings of Christ, and that the canonical Gospel was the 
product of a subsequent aùdition of narrative lllatter 
to that earlier work. 
"\Ve believe this restriction of the sense of IO!Jia, 
in the passage, to be unauthorized and erroneous, and 
that the old interpretation of Papias, the interpreta- 
tion which Eusebius evidently gaye the passage, is tbe 
true one. It is well, however, to see how the case 
stands, provided the tCDn receives the limited mcaning 
which these critics affix to it. Papias, in what he 
says of 
Iatthew, does not quote the Presbyter; 
yet it may safely bé concludcd that he derived this 
information from the same earlicr authorities whence 
thc rest of his work was drawn. 
1'he principal rClllark we have to 111ake here is, 
that even supposing IO!Jia to mcan discoun;es simply, 
yet Papias is speaking, as l\Ieycr concedes and luain. 
tains, aoristieally-of sOlllething that had occurred at 
a former time, hut was no longer the fact. That 
is, when he says that "everyone interpreted the 
11 
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Hebrew 1Iatthew as he coulù" -llr.!!l1íV[:Vúl: (j) avrù 
(
; lil
ÚllUTO 1XaÚlo;-he n1e::ms, and implies in his 
language, that the necessity of rendering the I-Iebrew 
into the Greek had once existed, to be sure, but ex- 
isted no longer. vVhy not? Evidently because the 
Greek 1Iatthew was now in the hands of Christians. 
'This Greek 1Iattbew which Papias and his conten1po- 
raries used, was unquestionably our first Gospel in its 
present form. Our Greek J\Iatthew is represented by 
the Fathers to be a traJlslation of a IIebrew Go
pel. 
If we admit the correctness of the tradition, then, as 

Ieyer shows, the IIebrew J\Iatthew must have re- 
ceived its supplement of narrative n1atter, and in its 
cOlnplete form been generally connected with the 
name of this apostle, before the Greek version was 
made. The hypothesis that this Gospel received es- 
sential changes or additions of lllatter, subsequent to 
the time of Papias, is excluded Ly an oycrwhelming 
wcight of evidence. There is, indeed, other anù suffi- 
cient proof that our 
Iat.thew existed in its present 
form within thirty or forty years of the Saviour's 
death. But independently of this proof, anù even 
when the sense of lOf/ia is limited, the testimony of 
Papias himself-still n1Ore, if that testimony emanates, 
as is probably the fact, from pupils of apcstlcs whom 
he had consulted-carries back the date of our l\Iat- 
thew, in its present forn1, into the apostolic age. 
But if IVf/'ia cover the narrative matter as well as 
the discourses, and if Papias thus refers to the Gospel 
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of l\Iatthew as we have it, the early ongul of the 
Go
pcl is explicitly attested. 
That s nch is the real purport of the logia IS 
apparent from the following considerations: 
I. The word is capable of this more extended 
import. It denotes sacred words-oracles; and with 
its kindred tenT'S has this llleaning not only in ecclesi- 
astical writers, but also in the New Testament. It is 
probably used in Heb. v. 12 as an equivalent for 
the whole Christz"an revelation. The restriction of its 
meaning by j\feyer, in this place
 is opposed b) other 
good critics, including Bleek.! "\Ve have a clear 
example in Luke i. 4: "that thou lI1Íghtest know the 
certainty of those things-Î,óì'c..JJI-w herein thou hast 
becn instructed." Luke writes a consecutive history 
of the life and ministry of Jesus in order to assure 
1 1 llCophilus of the certainty of the things which were 
believed among Christians, and had been taught him. 
The contents of the Gospel of Luke which follows, 


1 >..óyw is used for the Old Testament-the whole revelation of 
God-in TIomans iii. 2. Other passages where the word is found, 
arc Wisdom xvi. 11 (comp. v. 5); Acts vii. 38; 1 Peter iv. 11. For the 
sense of tIle word in ecclesiastical writers, see Suidas sub 'wee; nl50 
Wettstein, T. ii. p.36. Important illustrative passages are Ignatius ad 
Sm)"r. c. iii, and tLe classification of the Scriptures hy Ephraem Syrus 
(in rhotius). In thi:; last placo, TÙ K1ipLUKà >"Jyw seems to be plainly 
It designat ion of the Go::.pels. 'We Illay observe here, that even if tho 
sense of logia in ral'ias were, 1,hilological1y considered, douLtful, the 
existence of another work tLan our :Matthew, for which tLcre is not 
a particle of evidence from any other sonrce, could not be inferred 
from:), siugle douLtful expression. 



16 t ORIGIN OF 'fIlE FIRST THREE GOSPELS. 


constitute the logoi. Even 1\1eyer allows that the 
narrative matter is included in the word, though 
indirectly. The objection of Credner, that the applica- 
tion of the ternI logia, in the sense of divine words, to 
the New Testament writings, presupposes a view of 
their inspiration which was not prevalent so early as 
the time of Papias, has, in our judgment, no validity. 
The reverence of Papias for the declarations of the 
apos.tles, wl1Ïch breathes through the whole passage in 
Eusebius, accords well with such a mode of character- 
izing theIne The form of the quotation from l\Iatthew 
in Barnabas, on which we have commented above, 
shows the error of Credner's opinion. The whole of 
the apostles' testÌIl10ny in regard to the teachings and 
works of Christ, constituted the logia-the oracles of 
the Lord, or the oracles pertaining to the Lord. I 
2. It is well-nigh certain that in the account which 
Papias gives of l'rIarlc's Gospel, the lo!/ia includes the 
works as well as words of Christ. Papias attributes a 
want of order to l\iark's record of the words and 
works of Christ-the things " said or done" by l-lim. 
He thcn proceeds to explain the reason of this peculi- 
arity. l\iark had derived his information from listening 
to the discourses of Peter. But Peter was in the habit 


1 It has been thought bJ some that the works and words of Christ 
were termed the" logia of the Lord," as being the total expression 
which He made of Himself. But this is less natural. Nor do we 
think that other critics are right in referring the logia to the dis- 
courses, as being the p1.edominant feature of the gospE:I, or the 
feature with which Papias was chiefly concprned. 
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of selecting his lIlatter to suit the occasion, and there- 
fore did not furnish a systematic statement of the lO!Jia 
of the Lord.! I-Iow can the lO!Jia here denote anything 
less than "the things said or done? " Papias adds, 
that in ,vriting some things according to his recollec- 
tion, 
Iark comlIlitted no fault. Even here l\Ieyer's 
lexical scrupulosity would fain limit the lO!Jia to the 
discour
es of Christ, and then lnake the" some things," 
which l\Iark set down without following the chrono- 
logical order, relate only to this part of his reports. 
But this intcrpretation is obviously strained, and 
appears to be directly overthrown by the circumstance 
that Papias attributes the absence of order to 
Iark's 
reports of the deeds as well as the words of Christ. 
\Vhy should Peter observe the chronological order 
lllOre carefully in l'efcrring to incidents in the life of 
Christ, than in recalling his discourses? That lO!Jia 
has the comprehensive nleaning in the description of 

Iatthew, is thus proved by the extended sense which 
we arc under the necessity of attributing to it in the 
passage that follows respecting 
Iark. 
3. If the !of/ia do not embrace the whole of ?\Iat- 
thew, then Papias furnishes no account of the origin 
of the Gospel, with the exception of that part of it 
which includes the discourses of Christ.. lIe had in 
his hands, as l\Ieyer and all sound critics admit, our 
complete Gospel of 
I atthew. It would be natural 
for him, if he began to give an account of its origin, 
I Tho reading of IIeinielwll here is )'(í,CùJ1; but ).oyíCt}JI seems to be 
the gcnerally adopted reading among critics. P-o 
rc,rer and Bleck. 
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to explain how the narratice portions of the Gospel were 
brought into it. Eusebius takes it for granted that 
Papias is eXplaining the origin of the canonical Gospel of 
l\iatthew, aucl for this reason cites the passage. Neither 
Euscbius nor any writer before him, nor any writer for 
fifteen centuries after him, knew anything of a collection 
of discourses of l\latthew, or of any work of l\Iatthew, 
save the entire canonical Gospel which bears his nmne. 
4. Irenaeus, whOln l\leyer elsewhere 1 pronounces 
an independent witness on the subject, says that 
lat- 
thew wrote his Gospel in the IIebrew. Irenaeus gives 
the SaIne tradition which is given by Papias, who was 
an old man when Irenaeus was a youth. Irenacus 
knows nothing of a composition of a report of the 
Saviour's discourses by the Apostle 
Iatthew, which 
received a narrative supplement fr0111 son1e later hand. 
The other writers of the second century are equally 
ignorant of a fact which, if it be contained in the testi- 
1110ny of Papins, must have been generally known. 
5. The work of Papias hiu1sclf was entitled an 
Exposition of the Oracles ()
oyiwv) of the Lord. But, 
as we know from the fragnlents that reumin, it was 
partly ulade up of narrative matter. Incidents in the 
life of Christ, and teachings of Christ, equally found a 
place in this work. l\Ieyer, unjustifiably as we think, 
would I11ake the narrative Inatter in Papias a part, not 
of the lO!Jia, but of the Exposition attached to the 
ZO!Jl.a. The truth seems to be that Fapias gathered up 


1 }J<,;ycr's Einl. z. JIattlwus, s, 5, 
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all that he could hear of what the disciples of Christ 
had reported of him, and accompanied this record with 
observations of his own. 
'Ve are persuaded, and we trust that the COll- 
siderations above presented will conyince our reaùers, 
that this restriction of the sense of lO!Jia, which goes 
no farther back than Schleiermacher, and is a subtlety 
that escaped Eusebins and Irenaeus, is without any 
good foundation. Anù we are brought to the conclu- 
sion that the testimony of Papias, that" ancient ulan," 
who had been conversant with n1any of the disciples 
of the apostles, establishes the fact of the origin of 
the first Gospel in the apostolic age. 


II. The relation of the Gospel of 1Iatthew to the 
uncanonical Gospel of the I-Iebrews, affords proof of 
the early date of the former. 
The Gospel of the lIe brews, written in the Aramaic 
dialect, was the nlOst widely known of all the uncanon 
ical Gospels. I t was the Gospel in use among the 
Ilebrew Christian sects, which were separated frOlll the 
general Church. It existed, however, in varying forms. 
Thus, the stricter Ebionites had cut off the first two 
dmpters, in which the circumstances attending the 
miraculous birth of the Saviour were related. rfhe 
numerous allusions in the }'athers to the Gospel (1of the 
H b tl >',.. (1' ( , k . 
e rews- Ie l:lIayytJ.lOJI xau' Ej.:J(JUlOV;-ma re It 
clear that it had a dose resemblance to the canonical 
1\Iatthew. A careful comparison demonstrates that it 
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was our 
Iatthew, altered and amplified. That the '\ 
priority belongs to the canonical Gospel-whether it 
existed originally in the lIebrew or the Greek, we will 
not now inquire-is established. For exmnple, in the 
Latin translation of Origen's commentary on 1\Iatthew, 
there is quoted from the Gospel of the I-Iebrews a 
narrative of the conversation of the young nlan with 
Jesus, a passage corresponding to l\Iatthew xix. 16 seq. 
'rhe young man, as in l\latthew, comes to Jesus with 
his question as to the nlethod of attaining eternal 
life. Jesus tens him to obey the law and the prophets. 
"He replies, 'I have done so.' Jesus said unto him, 
'come, sell all that thou hast and divide among the 
poor, and come, follow me.' But the rich Juan began to. 
8cratelt his head, and was not pleaseù," etc. No one can 
doubt in regard to such a passage, that it springs from 
the amplification of the siInple narrative in 1\Iatthew. 
The narrative is spun out with apocryphal details. 1 
\Ve are concerned to [!scertain, next, the age of the 
Gospel of the IIebrews. It was certainly known to 
IIegesippus-, before the n1Íddle part of the second 
century. And there is no reason to think that it was 
then new. IIimself a IIebrew Christian by birth, he 
had probably been long acquainted with it. But we 
will not indulge in conjecture. It is safe to affirm that 
the Church received no evangelical history fronl the 


1 The priority of Matthew has been convincingly shown by vari- 
ous writers i among them þy Franck, in a thorough .Article in the 
Studien u. Eritiken" 1848: 2. 
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judaizing Christians after the latter had become separa 
ted. The existence of the Gospel of !Iatthewamong 
them-for the Gospel of the Hebrews was an altered 
)Iatthew-requires us to conclude that it enjoyed a 
general acceptance before the Jewish-Christian parties 
"ere formed. But these acquired a distinct existence, 
according to the tnlstworthy testÏ1nony of Hegesippus, 
at the beginning, or about the beginning, of the second 
century. Before this, however, and f1'0111 the time of 
the destruction of Jerusalem, the 1110yement towards 
separation began. The judaizing Christians looked 
with growing jealousy and hostility upon the Gentile 
belicvcrs and their churches. To our mind, it is 
altogether improbable that the Gospel of )Iatthew 
could ]lave been composed, and haye been accepted 
by both classes of Christians, at any tÏIne subscquent 
-to say the least, long subsequcnt-to the destruction 
of Jerusalem by rritus. Besides the difficulty of ac- 
counting for its acceptance on both sides, on thc sup- 
position of a latcr date, the partisan feelings of the 
judaizing Christian would infallibly have been reflected 
011 its pages. Bnt in this artless chronicle thcre is 
not the slightest trace of judaizing bitterness. 


III. 'Ye have to consider now the prophecics of 
the second advent of Christ, ,rhich are contained in 
l\Iatthew, in their hcaring on thc date of the C;ospel 
In touching upon this topic, we arc brought in 
contact, indertl, "ith thc prillcipal e:\cgctical dit1icIÙty 
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in the New Testament. The final advent of Christ to 
judgment, and the destruction of Jerusalem, appear 
to have been connected together in time, as if the 
former were to follow immediately upon the latter. 
After what seems clearly to be a prediction of the 
downfall of Jerusalem (
iatthew xxiv. 1-29), we read 
that "immediately (t:v{/l{ù;) after the tribulation of 
those days," the Son of l\Ian will come in the clouds 
of heaven, in the sight of "all the tribes" on earth, 
and "gather together his elect frOlll the four winds, 
frOlll one end of heaven to the other" (vs. 29-32, 
compo c. xxv. 31 seq. and Luke xxi. 27, 31). _\..nd we 
read (in ver. 3-!): "this generation (yt:1 J t:á) shall not 
pass, tin all these things be fulfilled." 
'Ye are not called upon, in this place, to consider 
the difficulty that is presented by these passages. The 
paramount question of the origin and date of the 
Gospel is the question which we have in hand. That 
our Saviour did not predict that the world would come 
to an end instantly on the destruction of Jerusalem, is 
shown by other parts of his own teaching. lIe is 
represented in the synoptical Gospels as declaring that 
the time when the end would occur was not a subject 
of Revelation, but a secret of the Father. In a nlOre 
com prehensive way, he said to the disciples (Acts i. 7): 
" It is not for you to know the times or seasons, which 
the Father hath put in his own power." And the 
apostles, though hoping and looking for thc enù, did 
not claim in their Epistles to be taught by Inspiration 
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when the end would come. l\Ioreover, there are 
various teachings of the Sayiour in regard to IIis king- 
dom, which imply a slow progress and a long operation 
of the gospel in the world. It is like leaven. It is like a 
grain of n1ustard-seed. It is the salt of the earth. It 
is to be preached to allllations. lIe compares Himself, 
as to the moral effect of IIis death, to the corn of wheat 
whicb, if it do not fall iuto the earth and die, "a1ideth 
alone; but if it die, it bringetb forth much fruit." 
'Ye can afford, in the present discussion, to "aive 
the inquiry how these predictions as they are set down 
in the first Gospel (and so su1stantially in l\Iark and 
Luke), are reconcilable with thes.e other teachings of 
Christ and with historical fact. It is enough that 
skeptics, almost with one yoice, have maintained that 
here is rtally a distinct prediction that the cnd of the 
world would occur in connection with the destrnction 
of J ernsaleìn and within the lifetime of the generation 
then on the stage. 'fheodore Parkcr has c-xpressed 
this view. Gibbon 111akes the supposed pr
diction a 
thcme of his elaborate satire. N ow, if this 1e their 
interpretation, they are compel
ed to acknowledge that 
the Gospel which contains this erroneous propllecy 
appearcd in its prescnt fonn hefore Jerusalem was 
l'aptured by 'J'itus, or before the year 70. It Blust 
have been written as early as thirty or forty years after 
the Saviour's death. 
 0 Gospel-writer would set forth 
"ithout explanation a prediction of a mighty event, 
which all his rcadcrs would know lwd not becn verified. 
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No writer in the year 80, or gO, or 100, would fix 
the date of the end of the world at the destruction of J e- 
rusalem, in a document \yhich he wished to he belieyed. 
"\ì\T e lllay even take a step farther. If some inter- 
pretations of the passages in l\Iatthew be adopted, 
which recognize an infallible accuracy in tIle synoptical 
reports of tbe Saviour's teaching, yet it may be safely 
held that had the Evangelist been writing at a later 
time, some explanation would Ilave been thrown in to 
fmnove the seemi1lg discrepancy between prophecy and 
fulfihnent. If it be supposed, for examplp" that in 
the perspective opened to the prophetic vision, two 
grand events, though parted in reality by a long 
interval, were brought together-as distant mountaiI1- 
peaks when approached are found to be far apart- 
yet it would be natural to expeet that when the 
interval had actually disclosed itsclf to the observer, 
SOlne intimation of the fact would be dropped. So 
that evcn on the orthodox, as well as on the skeptical, 
interpretation of the eschatology in the Synoptics, 
their early date is manifest. 
It remains for us to notice the TÜbingell hypo- 
thesis concerning l\Iatthew. Emu's general theory is 
not the lllythical theory, but "the tendency-theory." 
lIe has discussed and pointed out the weakness of the 
procedure of Strauss in his attempt to disprove the 
statements of the fourth Gospel by opposing to them 
the authority of the Synoptics, and at the same time 
to contradict the Synoptics by quoting the fourth 
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Gospel against them. If there is to be any positive 
construction of the evangeJical history J as Baur per- 
ceived, there 111USt be gained somewhere a firnl stand- 
ing-place. This he finds in the first Gospel. Not 
that even this Gospel is fully authentic and historical. 
Yet there is in .l\Iatthew a substantial kernel of his- 
torical truth. All the Gospels are, lllore or less, the 
product of a theological tendency; that is, qwy result 
frOlll the artificial recasting and amplifying of the veri- 
table history in order to suit the views of SOll1e theo- 
logical party or interest in the prin1Ïtive church. In 
1\Iatthew, the Jewish-Christian side is the prevailing 
1110tive determining the cast and tone of the narrative. 
Luke represents the opposite, or Gentile, party. But 
the first Gospel is less inspired by a definite, doguwt- 
ical interest, which leads in the other Gospels to the 
conscious alteration and fabrication of history; and 
Baur is disposed to concede to Strauss that. there is a 
larger admixture of the lllyth or the llllCOJl8ciOlt8 crea- 
tions of feeling in l\Iatthew, than is true of the 
remaining Gospels. 
'Vhen we come to inquire for a precise explanation 
of the origin of the first Gospel, we are met with 
very divergent responses frolll the various choir-leaders 
of the rrühingen school. In fact, with respect to the 
whole of the special criticisln by which they seek 
to convict the Gospels of being teJldenz-8chrifleJl, they 
are hardly less at variance with each other than 
with the Christian "orld generally. Pa::5::5agc:5 thnt 
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are confidently quoted hy one critic in proof of a 
certain" tendency," are alleged by another as illustra- 
tions of a " tendency" exactly opposite. 'Vith regard 
to l\Iatthew, IIilgenfeld, who agrees, in this particular, 
with Strauss, does not limit the sense of the IOIJia of 
Papias so as to exclude narrative nlatter; yet he 
pretends to be able to dissect the first Gospel and to 
separate a primitive J.\;Iatthew"-an Ur-.11fattltäll8-frOll1 
later accretions. "\Ve are absolved frOlll the necessity 
of following hÌlu in the baseless and arbitrary division 
which he seeks to run through the contents of 
Iat- 
thew, since his construction has gained so little ap- 
plause even from his luaster. But we may attend for 
a luoment to Banr's own view. He appears to take 
the IOflia in the restricted meaning, and to attach some 
importance to the supposed tradition of a collection 
of IOfl'ia, forming the basis of our 1\Iatthew. This 
hypothesis we have already examined. Baur's effort 
to hring down the date of the Gospel into the second 
century is a had failure. Desirous of holding that 
the second advent js foretold as immediately subse- 
queut to the predicted destruction of J erusalmn, he is 
ohliged to refer the latter prediction to some other 
war than t1lat of Titus. Accordingly, he interprets it 
as applying to the war of IIadrian in the year 131 or 
132, and therefore fixes the date of the composition of 
the Gospel between 130 and 134! It is unfortunate 
for this bold assertion, that our l\Iatthew was an au- 
thoritative writing mnong Christians, and read as such 
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in their assemblies" in city and country," in the timc 
of Justin l\Iartyr, who was born near the end of the 
. first century. But aside frOln tbis historical testi- 
mony, which it is vain to attempt to ÏIn'aliclate, Bmu's 
interpretation can be easily proved to be palpably 
false. In thc destruction of Jerusalem forctold in 
:\Iatthcw (xxiv. 1-4) the temple was to be laid in 
rlUns. This was accomplished by Titus, and not by 
lIadrian. 'Vith what face thcn can the prophecy be 
referred to the war of fIadrian? It is doubtful, in- 
deed, whether, in this last war, there was cven a des- 
truction of thc city. The parallel passages in the 
other evangelists (see Luke xxi. 5-7, 12., 20), deter- 
mine the reference of thc prediction to the war of 
Titus, beyond the possibility of d.oubt. 1\Ioreover, 
"this generation" was not to pass away before this 
event was to occur. Bmu claims that this phrase- 
"UTI, yt7/Ht-lnay cover a period as long as a century. 
But this claim is void of truth. The
 phrase every- 
where in the New Testament signifies the average 
term of hUlnan life, and was lleld, according to the 
Greek usage, to he equivalent to a third of a century. 
Besides, explanatory expressions occur ill thc prophet- 
ic passages of )Iatthew, which define the nleaning of 
the phrase in the way" e have stated. l rrhc difti 
culty presented by these passages, we are firmly con- 
vinced, is not to he escaped by affixing another than 
the proper and uniform Ineaning to this phrase. 
1 See Matthew xvi. 27, 28. 
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The forced and n1anifestly false interpretation of 
Baur, "hich has been noticed above, is due to the 
straits into which he is brought by his untenable .. 
theory. Confronted by unimpeachable historical 
witnesses, he is not only obliged to ignore, or unjusti- 
fiably to disparage, their testimony, but also to resort 
to shifts in interpretation which only mark the des- 
peration of his cause. There is absolutely nothing to 
conflict with the supposition that our first Gospel 
COlnes down, in its integrity, fron1 the apostolic 
Church; while the positive eviùence, both direct and 
corroborative, fully establishes the fact. 


MARK. 


The ancient testimonies, of which that of Papias is 
the first, to the genuineness and early date of the 
second Gospel, would seem to preclude the possibility 
of a question on these points. l\lark is declared to 
have been an attendant of Peter and to llaye derived 
his knowledge of the life and nlÍnistry of J f'SUS frOl11 
the discourses of that apostle. This is substantiaHy 
the declaration of all the writers in the second half 
of the sccond century; and it has becn thought by 
some good critics that even as early as Justin 
Iartyl', 
and in one passage of Justin himself, the Gospel of 
l\lark was styled Peter's Gospel. 
But it has been contcnded of late that the descrip. 
tion of Papias does not answer for our l\Iark and 
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must refer to some other work. In the latcr fonTI of 
the theory, Papias is n1ade to describe an earlier l\Iark 
.. -an Dj.-AIarklt8-which is the germ of our present 
Gospel. 
N ow of the existence of this earlier work there is 
no intimation in any of the 11'athers. How did the fact 
of its existence escape the knowledge of Irenaeus and 
his contemporaries? 'Vhen did all the manuscripts 
of it disappear? In truth, the theory in this form 
is preposterous, and even Baur is driven to a different 
hypothesis. Before attending to this, however, let us 
revert to the statements of Papias and see how far 
they are from lending support to the notion that he 
had in mind any other work than our l\Iark. 
Papias, or John the Presbyter, his informant, 
represents that 
Iark, though a careful and accurate 
writer, depended on the oral discourses of Peter for 
his knowlcdge and therefore did not dispose his 
matter-tv T{;
u-in the chronological order. This 
is all the evidence on which the theory of an earlier 
l\Iark is founded! But, in any event, this rcmark is 
only the impression of an individual as to tbe charac- 
ter of the second Gospel. lIe doubtless compared 
:\Iark with the l110re consecutive narrative of 
Iatthe\V. 
::\Ioreover, it is plain that he had ill mind the lack of 
completeness in ..\1 ark, which begins abruptly with 
the preaching of John. For he aftcrwards explains 
that :i\Iark wrote down "80me thiugR" -whatc\'er he 
recollected; though it is added that he left out lloth- 
12 
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ing that he heard. The necessary gaps and OTnissions 
constituted in part the want of orcler-Tá
l;-which 
he noticed in 1\Iark. 1 The second Gospel c1ic
 not 
seelll to be a full, systematical digest-a 6l
}lTagl;- 
of the words and deeds of Christ, like l\Iatthew, but 
had a more irregular, fragmentary structure. Not 
that J'vIark neglected arrangement altogether and 
simply pasted together the reports of Peter _ in the 
order in which he heard them. This is not at aU 
implied; but only that he had not the nleans of 
exactly arranging and filling out his history. To call 
into e-xistence another work, different frOlll our l\Iark, 
on no other ground than this observation of Papias, is 
a folly of criticism. 
The rrÜbingen writers lla\'e set np the wholly 
unsupported assertion, that our 1\Iark is the amplifica- 
tion of an earlier "Gospel of Peter;" but, as might 
be expected, they hayc little agreement with each 
other in the forms which they give to tlJCir theory. 
Hilgenfeld is persuaded that 
Ial'k is thc product of 
a recasting, in the Petrine intcrest and that of the 
Roman Church, of the Gospel of l\Iatthew. 2 l\Iarvel- 
Ions that this Petrine, Roman Catholic partisan should 


1 :Meyer is plainly wrong in making tJw "some things"- Ël'LU- 
co"\er only a portion of WJ13t M3.rk set down. The meaning is that 
only 3. part of the teacMngs and works of Christ find ß place in his 
Gospel. The w::nt of order, as we have said before, is predicated as 
much of the record of the" things done," as of the" things said." 
!! IIilgf'nfe
d.s ]{artOrtische Evangclien, B. 148. 
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have left out of his work the passage: "Thou art 
Pcter, and on this rock I buihlmy church!" Strange 
that lIe sholùd have strickcn out the passagc which, 
above all others, was suited to his purpose t BauI', 
seeing that the supposition of an earlier Gospel of 
::\Iark is incredi1le, on account of the absence of all 
traces of such a work and all allusions. to it, has 
invented a new hypothesis which is, if possible, more 
irrational than Hilgellfeld's. l)apias has n1Ïxed up, 
we are told, things that hm'e no connection-the 
existence of the Gospel of l\IaI'k, with which he wa::; 
pcrhaps not even acquainted, and the legend of dis- 
courses which were thought to have been delivered 
by Peter on his missionary journeys. But of what 
weight is this naked conjecture in opposition to thc 
distinct testimony of Papias? If a witness is to be 
set aside on so flimsy a pretext, therc is an eud of 
historical investigation. Besides, it is not Papias 
alonc who testifics to the Gospel of l\Iark and the 
connection of 
Iark with Peter. Ircnaeus, Clcment, 
:Eusebius, say thc same; and there is no reason to 
supposc that they simply reëcho the statement of 
Papias. All these writers represent what ,vas un- 
qucstionahly thQ genera] belief at the tinw when 
Papias wrote. 
These assault
 upon the integrity of the Gospel of 
l\Iark, by critics who do not stick to any onc hypo- 
thesis as long as it takes thc scasons to rcyolvc, havc 
not weakcncd in the slightest dcgrce that argulllcnt in 
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behalf of the Gospel on which the Church has rested 
from the apostolic age until now. Are historical 
testimonies to be blown away by the empty guess of 
a theorist? 


LUKE. 


The school of Baur have been especially confident 
in asserting that Luke's Gospel was written to further 
a certain theological interest. It is a tenaellz-scltrijt, 
they are sure, which emanates from the Pauline side, 
and represents the gospel history in a way to favor 
the Gentile claims and privileges. 
Now, every historian who is not a luere story- 
teller
 writes froln his own point of view. Every 
historian will disclose in the complexion of his work 
his own character and situation. Certain aspects of 
the subject which have for one writer a peculiar 
interest, are thrown by a writer of a different cast 
nlore into the background. The position and charac- 
ter of an historian affect his selection and disposition 
of the matter. But the question is whether he is 
betrayed into inreracity and perversion by the bent 
of his mind and his party connections. It is clear 
that Luke, a disciple of PatÙ and writing for a 
heathen convert, is more interested in the intention 
of the author of the gospel to provide salvation equally 
for the Gentiles. But is he thereby led to indulge in 
n1Ísstatement and in,'cntiou? Does he omit import- 
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ant facts because they would clash with a view which 
he wishes to make out? And does he not scruple to 
fabricate incidents for the sake of helping forward a 
.party interest ? This is charged by Bam-charged, 
as we believe, without proof, and falsely. There is no 
inconsistency between the representation of the life 
and teachings of Christ in 
Iatthew, and that ulade 
in Luke. The design of Christianity to embrace the 
Gentiles, even to bring to them an advantage above 
the unbelieving nation to whom the gospel first 
comes, is abundantly attested in 1\Iatthew. 'Yhat are 
the proofs by which Baur would sustain his impeach- 
ment of Luke? rrhey are, one and all, destitute of 
weight. Luke omits to mention the distinction put 
upon Peter when he "was styled the Rock; but so does 
l\Iark. It is clmrged that 
uke contrives to disparage 
the tweh.e disciples, in order to pave the way for an 
inference to the honor of Paul. This is pure fancy, 
and has against it such passagcs as Luke xxii. 29, 30, 
where the Lorel declares that a kingdolll is appointed 
for this band of disciples, evcn as the ]
ather had 
appointed for hÏ1n; and that they should "sit on 
twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of IsraeL" 
IIilgcnfeld is acute enough to find in this promise 
a designed dqpression of the twelve, since they are to 
judge Israel alone! 'Yhat, then, is the purport 
of the Sallie prOlllise in "judaizi
g" 
Iatthew? 1 
That the kingdonl is preached in Samaria, according 
1 Matt. xix. 25. 
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to Luke, is also, if we are to believe Bmu, a fiction 
designed as a typical prelude to Paul's free offer of 
salvation to the heathen, and to pacify objectors to this 
last procedure. Especially is the lnission of the 
Seventy (Luke x. 10) discredited, and ascribed partly 
to the desire to diminish the consideration of the 
twelYe, and partly to the wish to furnish a justifying 
parallel or preparation, in the manner just nlentioned, 
for the Pauline liberality to the Gentiles and for the 
lllissions alnong them. But in sending out the 
Seventy, Christ did not organize theln into a per- 
manent body. There is no trace of such a body of 
disciples in the Acts, as there certainly would be if 
they had been a permanent body, or if the narrative 
in Luke had been a doctrinal fiction. The Seventy 
,,,ere provisionally employed, in the course of this last 
journey of Jesus to J crusalem, when lIe was desirous 
of nlaking I-Iimself lTIOre widely known to the people. 
'fhe lllnnber ,vas fixed at seventy, not because the 
Je\YS reckoned the lal1guages of the world at seventy, 
which is Baur's explanation, but more likely ill allu- 
sion to the seventy elders appointed by 1\Ioses, just as 
the twelve disciples corresponded with the number of 
tribes. N or did the Seventy go to the heathen. It 
does 110t appear that they wcnt to the Salllaritans even; 
and Luke himself records that by the Samaritans 
Jesus himself lmd been inhospitably received. 1 It 
has been propcrly suggested, in reply to Baur, that 


1 hIke ix. 51 seC}. 
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were this incidcnt a wilful flction, it would be so 
contrivcd as to prescnt a greater resemblance to the 
later apostolic history, than the occult, remote, far- 
fetched analogy which Baur irnagines himself to 
discern. So slender are the principal grounds on 
which important portions of the third Gospel are pro- 
nounced a fabrication! They illustrate the morbid 
suspicion of these critics, and their slavish subjection 
to a prcconccived, inùefensible theory concerning the 
original character of Christianity. 


One of the Inost iInportant topics connected with 
modern discussions relative to the origin of the third 
Gospel, is the relation of that Gospel to the Gospel of 
l\Iarcion. In the genial portraiture which Neander 
has ùrawn of this noted heresiarch, it appears that the. 
loye and compassion of Christ had struck into his 
soul. K ot discerning that this Im"e and compassion 
presuppose and require the feelings of justice, he 
conceived that the representations of the character of 
God in the Old Testament ar
 inconsistent with the 
image he had formcd of Christ. l\Ioreover, the apos- 
tles, with the exception of Paul, seen1ed to him to be 
entanglcd in Old TestanlCl1t views and to hm"c 
pervertcd the pure doctrinc of Jesus. On the con- 
trary, the exprcssions in Paul ahout the Christian's 
emancipation fron1 thc law and about frcc grace, being 
impcrfectly understood hy l\Iarcion, fell ill with the 
CUlTcnt of his fceling. I It:I1CC , thouGh starting fro1l1 
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a practical and not a speculative point of view, he 
developed a gnostical theory, according to which the 
God of the Old Testau1ent was a Demiurg
 inferior 
to the Father of Jesus. lIe shaped his scriptural 
canon to suit his doctrinal belief. The Gospel of 
Luke, as written by a companion of Paul, and as 
bringing out the Pmùine doctrine, he regarded with 
favor; but, according to the unanimous testimony of 
the Fathers, he ll1utilated and abridged this Gospel 
in order to conforlTI it to his own system. Sin1Îlar 
liberties he took with the Pauline Epistles, which he 
also received. fIe 11lay have fancied that the changes 
which he made in all these doculnents were a restora- 
tion of them to their original form. Yet there is no 
indication whatever that these cllanges were made on 
any other authority than his a-priori theory of what 
Christ and the apostles must have taught. 
A native of POl1tus in Asia l\Iinor, l\Iarcion came 
to Rome about the year 140-possibly ten years later. 
IIcnce, if the statement of Tertullian and the rest of 
. 
the Fathers is correct, respecting the relation of his 
Gospel to that of Luke, he is a most important witness 
to the early and general reception of Luke's Gospel in 
its present form. It would seem to be well-nigh 
impossible to call in question this early testimony. It 
is true that l\Iarcion did not succeed in removing from 
Luke aU features not in keeping with his system. 
But this is only to say that he did not do his work 
with entire thoroughness and consistency. Irenaeus 
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and Tertullian and their cOllteInporaries, be it ob- 
served, lived shortly after )Iarcion. Irenaeus had 
grown to be a young man before l\1arcion died. 
rrertullian had taken great pains to collect information 
concerning l\Iarciol1's career an(l system. But, inde- 
pendently of their testimony in itself considered, how 
can it be supposed that a Gospel which Ì\Iarcioll and 
the J\1arcionites alone received, was taken up by 
Catholic Christians, and enlarged and improved for 
their own use? 'Yhat possible motive could prompt 
thenl to appropriate to themselves this heretical, spu- 
rious Gospel, and add it to those which they knew to 
be authentic? I-Iow did the churches drop out the 
work which l\Iarcion used-supposed to be the real 
Luke-and substitute for it the new-fangled Gospel 
which was fabricated on the basis of it? IIow is it 
that we have no notice of this exchange-no traces of 
a previous use of the curtailed Luke of l\Iarcion, on 
the part of the churches? And such a procedure 
would l)l'ing down the date of the canonical Gospel to 
130 or 140 ! 
The first to dispute the received view as to 1\1ar- 
cion's Gospel, was the fOilllder of Gernmn rationalism, 
Semler. lIe suggested t1mt our Luke and ßlarcion's 
Luke are different recensions, Of editions, of the same 
work. Others after him assigned the priority to the 
Luke of 
1arcion. Opinion swayed from one side to 
the other on this question, until Bmu strcnuously 
contended that 
1arcion's Gospel is first and the 
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canonical Luke was 111ade on the basis of it. This 
hypothesis he defended at length in his work on the 
CauOllÌcal Gospels. 1 But a careful comparison of the 
numerous passages of l\Iarcion's Luke, which are 
found in the Fathers, made it impossible longer to 
dispute the priority of the canonical Gospel. And 
after the publ1cation of the work of V olcklnar on this 
subject, Baur hÍ1nself retracted his previous hypothesis 
and came on to the same ground. In his work on 
1\lark's Gospel, he says: " It is no long0r to be denied, 
as I have become convinced by a I'epeatcd exmnination, 
that 1110St of the vm'iations between l\Im'cion's Gospel 
and our own are, with a prevailing likelihood, to be 
regarded as arbitrary alterations in the interest of a 
given system." The priority of our Luke is now an 
established, uncontradicted fact. See how much this 
fact involves! l\larcion took an accepted, generaUy 
received Gospel, and applied to it his pruning-knife. 
..Our Luke, then, was most certainly an authoritative 
document in the churches early in the second century. 
But a more valuable deduction may be made with 
entire confidence. 
Iarcioll selected a work which he 
regarded, and others regarded, as the cOlnposition of a 
disciple of Paul, and deriving its authority and value 
frOll1 this circumstance. \Ve lllay safely infer that our 
Gospel was generally considered at the beginning of 
the second century, or about thirty years after we sup- 
pose it to have been written, to be the work of an 
1 Baur's Kanonische Evangclien, s. 393 seq. (1817). 
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earlier writer, an associate of the apostles. As con- 
cerns the argument frOlll tradition for the genuineness 
and early date of Luke, we could ask for nothing 
morc. 
Batu's whole theory concerning Luke was, HI 
reality, shattered by the deIllolitiol1 of tl1C false and 
most improbable hypothesis of apriority. of )Im'cion's 
Gospel. Yet, in his latcr works, he does not wholly 
ahandon his crroneous construction. rrhe canonical 
Luke, he still holds, was originally composed by a 
strictly Pauline and anti-Petrine Christian. Various 
passages which are plainly and palpably irrcconcilable 
with such a theory, he declares to be interpolated by a 
subsequent writer whose position is "mediatory," or 
half-way between the two parties, into which Baur 
falsely supposes the early Church to have been f;plit. 
For this theory of a latcr editor, there is not an iota of 
historical evidence. It is, like so lllnny other hypotIle- 
ses, spun out of the bowels of the critic. The dissec- 
tion of the Gospel, which is attempted, is frOll1 begin- 
ning to end a purely arbitrary proceeùing, and has no 
hetter foundation than had the mutilation attcmptcd 
hy l\Iarcion. To illustrate the groundless and arbi- 
trary character of Bmu"s criticisnl of Lukc, we bring 
forward a singlc instancc. In Luke xvi. 1 G, thcrc is 
recorded thc saying of thc Saviour: "It is easicr for 
heaven and earth to pass, than one tittle of the law to 
fai1." [n place of "the law"-rolì 1'ópov-therc 
was found in l\Iarcion's Gospcl-n,)v Å(;YMII }lOV- 
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"n1Y words." The existence of this declaration In 
Luke concerning the perpetuity of the law, is at war 
with Baur's idea of the anti-Jewish character of the 
Gospel. It is one of the clearest proofs of the un- 
founded nature of his theory. Hence, he puts forward 
the assertion that 
Iarcion has the true reading. For 
the reading of 1\Iarcion there is no manuscript support 
whatever. It comports, moreover, with the character 
of all the rest of his alterations. lIe aims to erase 
whatever gives a sanction to the Old Testament law. 
Yet we are expected to accept the wholly unsupported 
and groundless doctrine of that oracular personage 
styled Die Kritik, who reverses his own decision with 
every new moon! 

Iuch of the nlÏstaken and ll1ischievous speculation 
adverse to the genuineness of the third Gospel, has 
sprung fr0111 Schleiermacher's hypothesis of the COlll- 
posite character of this Gospel and of the Acts. lIe 
proposed the theory that the Gospel of Luke is a series 
of earlier doculnents linked together, the task of Luke 
being nlerely that of a compiler. This view was 
ingeniously advocated. A similar hypothesis was held 
concerning the Acts, the second work of the same 
author. But this hypothesis, both in respect to the 
Gospel and the Acts, has been proved to be un- 
founded. 'Vhatever written materials were in the 
Imnds of Luke, neither of his works is a nlCre com- 
pilation. Each of thCln has a coherent outline, and is 
pervaded by qualities of style peculiar to the eyange- 



LUKE. 


189 


list. One of the ablest refutations of the Schleier- 
macherian theory is contained in the work of Leke- 
busch upon the Acts. The prologue of Luke's 
Gospel evinces the error of that theory. Luke avows 
his intention to prepare an orderly, a systematic and 
connected, narrative of the life and ministry of Jesus. 
And the impression made by the prologue that he 
designs to fuse his materials into a regular composi- 
tion, is sustained by an inspection of the contents of 
the work. 


This prologue of Luke's Gospel is chiefly valuable 
as a testimony to its genuineness and credibility. As 
such, it well deserves examination. l\Iany before him 
had written accounts, more or less full, of the life and 
ministry of Jesus. He has carefully followed down 
the course of the Saviour's history from the beginning 
-for this is the n1eaning of the passage rendered: 
" having had perfect understanding of all tl1Ïngs frolll 
the very first." But how did he, and "the many" to . 
whom he refers, ascertain the facts "nlost surely 
believed aIllong us? " lIe answers that "they 
delivered thelll unto us-::ru(!lvoúuv lìllÌv-which 
from the beginning" of the Saviour's career ",vere 
eyewitnesses and ministers of the word." 1. ' wo things 
are hcre affirmed: first, that Luke's knowledge canle 
fron1 the apostles and other ÌIumediate disciples of 
Christ; and, secondly, that it Callle to hilll directl!/ 
from then1, without the intervention of third persons. 
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rrhis last is ilnplicd in the phrase "delivered to us " 
-;ru(!I:l506av l),ûv-as lIlay be seen by an exami- 
nation of other passages where the same phrase 
occurs; as, for eXalnple, I Cor. xi. 23. The inform- 
ants of Luke were eyewitnesses of the history which 
he undertakes to record. lIe was contemporary .with 
theIne The early date of his work is verified by his 
own distinct statenlent. 


THE RELATION OF TilE APOCRYPHAL TO THE CA
ONI- 
CAL GOSPELS. 


The fact of the existence of apocryphal Gospels has 
given occasion, mnong those who have not studied the 
subject, to erroneous impressions. It has been sup- 
posed by some that a considerable number of Gospels, 
besides the four of the canon, were in the hands of 
the early Church, and that, for reasons which lTIay 110t 
have been fully sufficient, these last were selected, and 
clothed with authority. This belief, or conjecture, is 
unfounded, as we shall soon point out. And a careful 
attention to the subject of the apocryphal Gospels has 
the effect to set forth in a clearer light the antiquity 
and authority of the received Gospels. A few remarks 
will bring before the reader the 1110re Ï1nportant con- 
siderations. I 


1 The old and standard work on the subject of the apocQ"phal 
literature is that of Fabricius. " A New and Full 
rethod of Settling 
the Canonical Authority of the New Testament, etc.," by TIC\'. J. 
Jones (Oxford, 1798), is Fabricius with English translations. The 
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1. None of the works no"- extant under the nmne 
of apocryphal Gospels, have any claim to be consid- 
ered authentic histories of Christ, or to be regarded, 
in the renlotest degree, as rivals or competitors of the 
canonical Gospels. 
It is the fashion of writers like Strauss to quote 
from these apocryphal Gospels as weU as fr01n the 
Gospels of the canon, for the sake of creating an illl- 
lwession that both belong to the samc category, ,,,hich 
no person pretending to be a scholar would venture to 
assert. The apocryphal Gospels are at a world-wide 
removc from the canonical Gospels, in the character 
of their contents. They relate almost cxclusiyely to 
the nativity and infancy of Jesus and the glories of 
his mothcr, or to circumstances attending and foHow- 
ing his dcath. They are chiefly 111a('lc up of silly 
tales, which are too plainly fahulous to l1lerit any 
attcntion. N or have they any title to attention on 


remark'! and deductiuns of .J ones are sometimes good, but often ill- 
judged. Thilo began to edit the apocryphal Gospels in a most 
scholarly manner, but only publi:-:hed a first volume. Tischendorf, 
besides llÏ
 critic:1l edition of the Ecan'Jelia Apocrypha (18;)3), bas 
diseussed the bearing of the apocryphal Gospels upon the question 
of the genuineness and credibility of the Gospels of the canon, in his 
prize e
s:lY de Emngclior/l7n apoc. O'l'igine et 118U (18.31), and in 
his recent dissertation, TVann v:urden die Ecanyelien urfa8.'lt 
(18fì5). Norton's ehapter (Genuineness of the Gospel8, V 01. iii. ch. 
xii.) i:; lucid and instructive. TIe goes farther tJJan most scholars 
would approve, in discrediting the existence of apocryphal books 
which ccc1l'siastical writers mention by their titles. But his 
1..er- 
ticism in this particular is a healthy antiùote to extravagances in the 
opposite directiun. 
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the score of age. All of thelll are demonstrably later 
than our Gospels. l\lost of them are even centuries 
later. It is supposed by Tischendorf that three of 
these are aUuded to by early Fathers, but of this we 
cannot be certain. Justin l\Iartyr twice mentions the 
Acts (àxra) of Pilate, as a document where could 
be found an attestation of the Saviour's l1istory. 
Tertullian has a similar reference. A book called Gesta 
Pilati, or Acts of Pilate, forms a part of the so-called 
Gospel of Nicodemus. But the Acts of a Roman 
governor-such a work as Justin designates-was his 
official Report to the Emperor, which was deposited 
in the archives at Rome. 'Vhether in the time of 
Justin there was any Pllblished narrative of that sort, 
purporting to be Pilate's report of the judicial pro- 
ceeding in the case of Jesus, we are unable to say.l 
But the Gesta Pilati which we possess is a narrative 
of Christ's life on the basis of our Gospels, which it is 
pretended that Nicodemus wrote and the Emperor 
Theodosius (which Emperor of that name, we are not 
told) found anlOng the !)uùlic records in the hall 
of Pontius Pilate, at Jerusalem. This Gospel of 
Nicodmllus is unquestionably a composite work, and 
the part enlbraced In the Acta Pilati may be, as 

1ischendorf thinks, as old as Justin. Yet there has 


1 Perhaps Justin refers to no writing which he 11aù seen, but to 
a public ùocument which he supposes to exist. In the same way 
(Apol., I. 35) 1w says: "As you may learn from the lists of the 
taxing, which were maùe in the time of Cyrenius, the first governor 
of yours in J uùcs." 
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been confessedly great license in altering the text; and 
after all, the opinion of Norton that this production 
is of a later date, is not conclusively disproved. Ori- 
gen, in the first half of the third century, once refers 
to a book of James, as containing the statement that 
the brothers of Jesus were cllildrcn of Joseph by a 
former 111an>iage; and tlle apocryphal Protevangelion 
of James contains a sinÜlar statemcnt. But there is 
no other allusion to such a work until near the end 
of the fOluth century. The work now extant is a silly 
legend concerning the birth of 
Iary and the birth of 
Jesus, and is thought by Norton to be of llluch later 
date than the likewise unimportant book which Origen 
casually notices, and to which he attributes no au- 
thority. Tischendorf, however, is convinced that sonle 
traces of an acquaintance with the Protevangelion are 
founù in Justin and in Clement of Alexandria, and 
that the n1anuscripts now extant subshmtially COlTCS- 
pond to the work which was in their hands. But the 
first of these points must still be considered doubtfub 
and the concJusion of rrischendorf as to the antiquity 
of the work is therefore equally uncertain. Origen, 
al:50, alludes to a spurious Gospel of Thomas. A 
passage in Irenaeus is thought to indicate that it was 
in use alllong the heretical )Iarcosii, and lIippolytus 
states that a Gospel of Thomas was receiyed by 'the 
N aaseni.t An apocryphal work professing to cmanate 


1 1rell. Adr. IIller., Lib. i. c. 20 j Hippo!. (Dunckcr anù Sclmciù. 
Ed.) pp. 140, 14-2. 
13 
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fron1 1'homas, is now e
tant (though in very divergent 
forms), of which the work alluded to by Origen may 
have served as the basis. It is composed of fabulous 
tales of the boyhood of Jesus. But Norton even 
doubts whether the Gospel of Thomas, which is 
mentioned by Origen, was a narrative. He thinks 
that, like other spurious works bearing the nan1e 
of Gospel, it nmy have been a doctrinal homily. 
Tischendorf is of the opinion that the Acta and 
the ProtevallgelioJl were conlposed somewhere in the 
first decades of the second century. From the evident 
dependence of these works on the Gospels of the 
canon, he infers that the latter were in general use 
at an earlier day. rrhis conclusion stands or falls, 
according to the judgment which is forn1ed as to the 
correctness of the date assigned to the Acta and 
tbe Protevallgelio71. 1 At all events, these and the 
other apocryphal Gospels now extant show what 
sort of works would have been produced, had the 
canonical writers followed their own fancy and inven- 
tion. In this aspect, the apocryphal Gospels afford 
an Î1npressive confirmation of the verity of the canon- 
ical histories. The sobriety and simplicity of the 
latter, together with their distinct statement that no 
miracles were performed by Jesus prior to his baptism, 
are in wonderful contrast with the fanciful and fan- 


1 TischendoJ'f supposes tllat the Descensu8 Christi ad inferos 
in the Evangeleum Nicodemi is also as old as the middle of the 
second century. 
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tastic complexion of the spurious Gospels. The 
clumsincss of the counterfeit sets off tbe perfection 
of the original. 
2. The apocryphal Gospels which are mentioned 
by the early Fathers, and most if not all of which 
have perished, had only a local circulation, had no 
authority save with lninor heretical parties, and had 
no effect on that generally preyailing conception of the 
life and teaching of Christ, which was founded ex- 
clusively on the four authentic and canonical narra- 
tives unanimously received by the early Church. 
'Ye must explain that we do not include in this 
statement the Gospel of the IIebrews and l\larcion's 
Gospel, for the reason that both of these works were 
produced by the alteration of canonical Gospels. The 
Gospel of the IIebrews existed in l11any varying forms, 
and under different titles. The Gospel of the Twelve 
Apostles, for example, and other books the titles of 
which have come down to us, were different eùitions 
of the Gospel of the I-Iebrews. TIlls work, as we 
have said, was our l\Iatthew altered. 1 The Gospel 


1 That the Gospel of the Hebrews was never put by the church 
and churc11 writers on a level with the canonical Gospels, has been 
fuIIy proved. See, for example, the Article of Franck (Stud. u. Krit., 
1848,2), to which we have before referred. As to the use of it by 
lIegesippus, Eusebius merely says that he brought forward some 
things from the Gospel of the Hebrews, as he did from unwritten 
IIebrew traditions. Origen and Jerome were too intelligent to rank 
it with the canonical Gospels. Eusebius places it among the 
Antilcgomcna, it being the Gospel used by the Hebrew Christians. 
Euseb., III. 25. 
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of l\Iarcion was our Luke abridged nnd other"isc 
changed. 
The truth which we wish to convey is, that there 
'lcere no Gospel histories in tIle second century which 
were contending for acceptance by the side of the 
Four; none which had come into general use and 
were discarded; none having any claims to be au- 
thentic, which required to be seriously weighed. As 
far as we can ascertain, there were no other Gospels 
which had a consideration . sufficient to render them 
candidates for public favor in the Church. It should 
be remarked that the first attelnpts at evangelical 
writing which Luke mentions in his preface, were 
early supplanted by the canonical histories, so that 
none of the former, as far as we can discover, were 
known to the ecc1esiastical writers of the second 
cen tury . 
The Gnostics were the falsifiers and fabricators of 
Scripture, according to tbe statement of the Fathers. 
In the controversy of Irenaeus and Tertullian with the 
Gnostics, both sides take for granted a life and 
teaching of Christ, which, with wholly insignificant 
exceptions, is identical with the representation of our 
canonical Gospels. He is assluned to have done and 
said just what they record. The leading sects of 
the Gnostics were therefóre governed in their con- 
ception of the career and ministry of Christ, by the 
authority and the representations of the canonical 
histories. 
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Tertullian, who has so luuch to say of the falsifi- 
cation of Luke by 
Iarcion and of his rejection of the 
;rest of the Gospels on dogmatic grounds, does not 
lllention any apocryphal Gospels as in use among the 
Yalentinians, the principal gnostical sect, and the 
rest of his opponents. In one place only, Irenaeus 
speaks of a gospel as used by the Yalentinians, bear- 
ing the title of the True GO
jJel or the G08jJel oj Tn/th. 
'Ve know not whether this was narrative or homily. 
'Ye know not whether Irenaeus had ever seen the 
work. 'Ve know not whether it really existed, or 
whether Irenaeus did not lllistake the elaim on their 
part to bë possessed of the true Gospel, or the true 
intel11l'etatioll of the Gospel, for an allusion to a book. 
But of this we are certain, that he, and, as far as we 
know, they, brought forward no passage frOll1 it. The 
Gospel of Basilides is another work which, if indeed 
such a work existed, was probably not a narrative. 
[t was little kno1\n; and not a sentence frOlu it is 
quoted by the ancient writers. Origen says that 

 Basilides wrote a Gospel and prefixed his own name 
to it; a statcment which is repeated by A111brose and 
Jerome. Rut the refutations of Basilides take notice 
of nothing drawn frOlll such a work. lIe is said by 
Euscbius (quoting frOln Agrippa Castor) to have 
"Titten a work in twenty-four books "upon the Gos- 
pel "-apparently all e
egctical work; and this fact 
may not improbably have gi\-en rise to the supposi- 
tion that he had fabricated a new Gospel. 
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In order to show how obscure, c01nparatively, 
these apocryphal Gospels were, and how far the 
existence of thenl is fr01n weakening, in the least 
degree, the evidence for the antiquity and verity of 
the canonical four, we will state all that is known 
concerning the two nlost prominent of these fictions 
-the Gospel of Peter and the Gospel of the Egyp- 
tians. 
The Gospel of Peter has been Inade to figure 
conspicuously in the manifold hypotheses of the skepti- 
cal school of critics. It is instructive to see just how 
much is kJlOZCJl concerning this work, which, fr01n the 
ado lnade about it by the critics in question, one 
would infer to be a docunlellt of great notoriety and 
importance in the early ChUl'ch. It has been said that 
J ustin 
Iartyr, in a passage of his Dialogue with 
1 1 rypho, makes reference to a Gospel of Peter; but 
this is a mistake. l The first notice of the Gospel of 
Peter is fronl Serapion, near the end of the second 
century. Serapion, bishop of Antioch, had, as we 
learn fr0111 Eusebius, found that some disturbance
 


1 The passage is in Trypll., c. 106. See Otto's excellent note, 
(Otto's Ed. of Justin, Vol. II. p. 361). There may be an omission 
of Ù7TOUTÓXWV before ULrOV, as Otto supposes; or tIle UÌiTOV may 
refer to Cltrist; or, again, the allusion may be to :Mark, VI' hich was 
known as Peter's Gospel. We think that the context (see c. 105) 
renders it in the highest degree probable (3S Otto thinks) that 
Justin, according to his usual custom, refers in this place to the 
Ù7TOP.V1J/J.OVfVfWTU collectively and in the plural-that is, to our four 
Gospels. 
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had been created in the church at Rhosse, a town in 
Cilicia, by a so-called Gospel of Peter which was in 
the hands of some of the church-members. At first, 
thinking that the book was harmless, he dcemed the 
affair undeserving of notice. But afterwards he pro- 
cured a copy of the book from some of the Docctae, 
who used it, and found it to contain objectionable 
matter. Origen lIas a single allusion to this Gospel, 
as containing, like the book of J anles, the stateillent 
that the brothers of Jesus were cllildren of Joseph 
by a former marriage. It is afterwards barely men- 
tioned, as an apocryphal book, by J eronle. This is 
all that we know of the apoéryphal Gospel of Peter! 
It is not clear that Origen had ever seen it. The 
his hop of what ,,-as thcn the principal See in the East 
had never heard of the book until he met with it at 
Rhosse; and when he wished to examine it, he ,vas 
obliged to borrow a copy of some heretical Docetae 
by whOln it was used! 1\Ioreover, there is nothing 
to show that it was a narrative. The way in which 
Scrapion speaks of it would rather suggest the infer- 
ence that its contents were of a doctrinal nature. 
Eusebius reckons it among the cvidently spurious 
works "which were ncvcr estecmcd valuable enough 
to he cited by any ecclesiastical "Titer." 1 
The Gospel of the Egyptians is first mcntioncd 
by Clement of Alexandria ncar the end of the Rcconcl 
century. lIe quotes from it a fabulous conversation 


, Euscb., III. 25. 
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of Jesus with Salome. I-Ie expressly characterizes 
the book as apocryphal. A passage similar to that 
quoted by Clement of Alexandria is found in the 
spurious fragnlent entitled the Second Epistle of 
Clement (of ROlne) to the Corinthians, which was 
not written earlier than the time of Clell1ent of 
Alexandria; and it is possible that the forger of the 
last work was acquainted with this fictitious Gospel. 
It is enumerated by Origen and Jerome aIllong the 
titles of apocryphal Gospels, which they furnish. 
Epiphanius says that the Sabellians made use of it; 
but his statement needs confirmation. So liluch, 
and so much only, is knmnl of the Gospel of the 
Egyptians. Some have considered it one form of the 
Gospel of the ] Iebrews. Others, including Norton, 
hmoe held it to be, not a narrative, but a doctrinal 
work. It was written in an obscure and 111ystical 
vein, and probably presented the ascetic notions of 
Egyptian gnostical sectaries, anlong WhOlll it origi- 
llated. It lllust have had a limited circulation. No 
Christian writer has ever attributed to it any historical 
authority. 
'V C 111ight proceed to notice other spurious gos- 
pels, or books called by the name of gospels, which 
are the subject. of casuaJ allusion in ecclesiastical 
writers of the first centuries. TIut we have said 
enough to gi ve our readers a fair impression of their 
insignificant importance. Reminding the reader of 
what we have said of the Gospel of the IIebrews, 
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which was framed on the basis of our l\Iatthew, we 
may distinctly affirm, not only that the four Gospels 
of the canon wcre universally accepted by the Chris- 
tian;;; of the second century, but also that no - other 
gospel narratiyes can properly be said to have divided 
thcir honors with them. It nlaY be affirmed, with 
hardly any qualification, that they stood ,,-ithout 
competitors. The spurious gospels secured little or 
no recognition outside of heretical parties or coteries 
frolll which theyel11anated. On the contrary, if not 
wholly unknmyn, they were rejected by the church 
tcachers eyerywhere, and by the great body of Chris- 
tian people. I 
It has been already remarked that the principal 
anti-gnostical "Titers of the sccond century, and their 
adversaries, alike proceed on a conception of the life 
and ministry of Jesus, which is identical with that 
of the canonical Gospels. That is to say, both partics 
assume that the history of Christ which we find in 
our Gospels, is alone authentic. .A like confirmation 
of the authority of the canonical Gospels is ob- 
taincd fr0111 .Justin 
Iartyr. They were undcniab]y 
the Gospels to which he rcfcrs as being anthoritative- 
the writings of the Apostles and their Companions. 


1 For an enumeration of tl
se apocryphal writings, seo De 
Wette's Einl. in d. J.Y. Testament, 
 '13 a; also Hofmann's Art.- 
Pseuùcpigraphen, etc.-in Herzog's Rcal-Encyc. This last .Article, 
however, refers to the real anù supposed allu:,ions in tho ccclc
i:1stical 
writers to the uncanonical gOf'pels; and the references require much 
sifting. 
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But, apart from this, in the multitude of Justin's 
allusions to the life and teachings of Christ, there are 
only six which cannot be at once traced to the Gospels 
of the canon. Among these there is only one, or at 
lnost two, sayings of Christ. Both of these are found, 
also, in Clement of Alexandria, who regards the four 
Gospels alone as authoritative. The other four cases 
of deyiation fronl our Gospels in Justin, are of trivial 
consequence-slight details added to the canonical 
narrative. "\Yith these unimportant exceptions, the 
whole representation of the history of Jesus in this 
Father, coincides with that of the accepted evange- 
lists. I Now Justin lived through the half century 
that followed the death of John. I-Ie had travelled 
extensi\Tely. lIe was held in honor by his contem- 
poraries and successors. He gives proof, therefore, 
that the Pl'evailing conception of the life and teachings 
of Christ in his time, was idcntical with that of the 
canonical historians, and was derived from theln. 
There was olll!/ one tradition in the Church from the 
beginning. 
'Ve subjoin brief rcmarks on the probable mode 
in which the earliest records of the life of Jesus 
originated. Jesus hiIllSe1f wrote nothing. lIe acted 
with quickening and rel
ovating power upon the 
wor]d's life. But for I-lim to becOIne an author would 


1 Seruisch, DenklCürdigkeiten des Justin, 8. 344. The statement 
of Semisch we have verified by a careful and repeated perusal of 
Justin's writing
. 
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"iolate a subtle feeling of propriety of which all of us 
are sensible. At first, the fresh recollections of the 
men and women who had known him, especially of 
the disciples who had composed, as it were, his fan1Ïly, 
were the unwritten book which all, who desired, 
could consult. But in that age, and when the 
gospel soon fOllnd numerous adherents among 
Greeks, both foreign Jews and heathen, it was 
impossible that the teachings of Christ and the events 
of his life should long remain unrecorded. At the 
outset, it is probable that isolated memoranda were 
made of particular events or discourses. These 
rudÏInentm records first CaIlie into being in Galilee 
and about Capernaum. In this way, a cluster of 
traditions would easily come to exist. Then, and 
before long, followed the combination of them, and 
the earliest efforts at framing a connected history.. 
Such were the essays which Luke notices in his 
prologuc. At length, within thirty or forty years of 
the death of Christ, there were efforts at nlOre regular 
composition, of which the works of Luke are the 
maturest specilnen. The first three Gospels prescnt 
induhitahle traces of such an origin as wc have indi- 
cated. \V c arc not to look for c11ronological precision 
ill narratives thus constructed. \Ye are not to look for 
light on all parts and points of the Saviour's carthly 
life. Thc Gospel' of J olm, an original composition, 
emanating from the luind and heart of the lovcd 
disciple, is the documcnt to be first consultcd in the 
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scientific construction of the Saviour's history. The 
four together enable us to gain a knowledge of Jesus, 
not so full as we crave, yet sufficient for every practi- 
cal need. 



ESSAY IV. 


BADR ON PARTIES IN THE APOSTOLIC cnURcn AND 
THE CHARACTER OF TIlE BOOK OF ACTS. l 


THE great question which the Church in. the 
apostolic age was required to consider and determine, 
was the relation of Christianity to the ritual law of the 
Old Testament. \Yas that law still binding? Or 
rather-for in this form, as was natural, the question 
first came up-was tbat law binding on the Gentile 
believers? In short, could a n1an be a Christian with- 
out first becoming a Jew? It cannot be denied that 
the full extent of the comn10tion which this question 
stirred up, is better understood in the light of recent 
discussions than was the case formerly. Discounting 
'cry much, as we shall, from tbe extrayagant repre- 
sentation of the TÜbingcn critical school, we still feel 
that the sound of this great conflict reyerberates 
through no inconsiderable portion of the 1\ ew Testa- 
ment Scriptures. The Epistle to the Galatians is a 


1 .Das Cll1.istentllllm 'lI. die CllristlicllC líi'J'cnc ele). a'rei ersten 
Yahrhunderte, yon Dr. Fcrùinand Christian Baur. Tübingcn, 1853. 
(.Author's last Ed., 1860.) 
Ðie Composition 'If. Entstch'1l11[J der .Apo8telgeschicltte, yon Eduard 
lekcbusch. Gotha, 1834. 
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fervid argument on this one theme. The Epistle to 
the Romans, though not devoted-the opinion of Baur 
to the contrary notwithstanding-to this distinctiye 
subject, gives to the matter of the relation of the Jew 
to the Gentile, a prominent place. The two Epistles 
to the Corinthians bear witness to the dissension which 
the SaIne question had provoked. The Epistle to the 
Hebrews is an argull1ent designed to reconcile the 
Jewish believer to the abrogation of the old ordinances, 
and .to keep him from lapsing, out of love to them, 
frOln the faith in Christ. The book of Acts, and most 
of the other Inonuments of the apostolic age, contain 
more or less of allusion to the grand question we have 
described. 
For it was a grand question. It was not simply 
the question-which of itself to a Jew could not fail 
to have the deepest interest-of the transitory or per- 
petual validity of the l\Iosaic laws and institutions. 
But it was, also, the question whether Christianity was, 
in its real nature, a spiritual, and so a universal, religion, 
or only an improved sect or phase of Judaism. In this 
transitional era, when the kingdOll1 of God was break- 
ing through and casting off its rudimental and provis- 
ional form, and assullling the permanent feahues of a 
religion of the spirit and a religion for mankind-in 
that crisis of history, it was inevitable that such com- 
1110tion and controversy should arise. It was one 
illustration of the truth that the Son of l\lan did not 
come to bring peace, but a sword. As new chemical 
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changes and combinations are attended with heat and 
combustion, so is it with every such revolution and 
new beginning in the com'se of history. And we lllay 
add that even to the present day, the Protestant defini- 
tions of the essential nature of the gospel and of the 
method of salvation, are sought especially in those fer- 
vent declarations against bondage to rites and cere- 
monies, and in favor of the sufficiency of Christ, which 
were elicited from the Apostle Paul in the progress of 
this momentous controversy. 
The history of this controversy, and of the ques- 
tion and parties involved ill it, has lately acquired a 
new importance, frOlll the place which it is nlade to fill 
in the historical theory of Baur and his school. Strauss, 
in his Life of Christ, had said little of the book of 
Acts, and that little of not nUlCh weight. This book 
remained a bulwark of faith for any who were disturbed 
by the skeptical criticisnl to which the evangelical 
histories had been subjected. Here, at least, was the 
testin10ny of a contemporary of the apostles, and a 
companion of one of them, which established the fact 
of a luiraculous dispensation, and afforded proof of 
the prior miracles of the gospel. But things could 
not be left by the T Ü1il1gen critics in this unsatisfac- 
tory state. The hook of Acts was next 111ade the 
object of attack; and, \VII at we have now specially to 
observe, this attack was a part of a systematic theory, 
by which the origin of catholic Christianity, or of 
Christianity in the form we have it, and of the larger 
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part of the canonical writings of the New Testament, 
is explained in a naturalistic lvay, through a peclùiar 
view of the character of the conflict to which we hm-e 
adyerted, and of the consequences to which it led. 
rrhis attempted reconstruction of the history of the 
apostolic age, on account of the extraordinary learning 
and ability with which it has been defended, especially 
by Baur; on account, also, of the light which it inci
 
dentally thro".s on the condition of the apostolic 
ChlU'ch; and, above all, OB account of that increased 
confidence in the strength of the Christian cause ,yhich 
the failure of this assault upon it is fitted to inspire, 
deserves a fair examination. 
Before engaging in this task, it Juay be well to say 
a word in answer to all inquiry that is likely to occur 
to the 111ind of a reader not conversant with the early 
history of the Church. IIow, it lllay nattually be 
asked, can such a theory as that of the Inodern TÜbin
 
gen school, denying as it does the accepted views 
respecting tlle origin of lllOst of the canouical books 
of the New Testament, have even a show of plausibil- 
ity ? How can it keep the field for a moment in the 
face of the testilllony of the early Church? Such 
theories are possible, ,ve reply, for the reason that so 

canty and fraglllentary remains of literature have come 
down to us froB1 the period imlnediately following the 
alJostolic age. After the death of the leading apostles 
and the destruction of Jerusalem, there succeeds an 
interval which may be properly styled a saeculu1Jl 
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Ob8CllJ"lWl. 'Ve have the 'writings of John which 
appearcd in the latter part of the first century. Then 
we haye the apostolic Fathers. But tlIese writings are 
Hot of a nature to satisfy many of the most important 
inquirics in regard to the state of the Church. The 
early Greek Apologists, if we posscssed thcm intact, 
would be invaluable; but the first copious works ema- 
nating fronl thi::; class of writers are the trcatises of 
Justin :\Iartyr, whose eal'liest extant prodÚction fans 
into thc second quartcr of the second century. Pre- 
cious, from a historical point of view, as these works of 
Justin are, they consist of Apologies to the Pagan and 
to the Jew, and leave unnoticed 111any points on which 
light rr.ight have been thrown, had their author been 
writing, for example, on SOlne subject of doctrinal 
theology. In bricf, so far as this very intcrcsting era 
is concerncd, we llaye peclùiar occasion to lament-to 
borrow the language of Grote when speaking of Greek 
literature in general-that" we possess only what has 
drifted ashore from the wreck of a stranded ycssel." 1 
'Ve do not lliean that the internal evidence of the New 
l'estalllent documents, the nmnerous itClllS of proof 
gathcred frOlll relics of the literature of the next 
period, and the testimony of the great writers of the 
second half of the second century, arc insufficient. 
'rhey do constitute a hody of cyidencc which effectually 
refute
 the main positions of the Tiihingen school. 


1 Grote's Preface to the IIistory of Greece. 
14 
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But for the reasons we have stated, there is 1'00111 for 
the essays of conjcctlual criticislll. A picture of the 
state of things in the early Church Inay be drawn, a 
theory ingeniously fralned, whose inconsistency with 
the truth is not, at the first blush, so patent as to pre- 
clude the need of a careful refutation. Not until such 
a theory is thoroughly probed and compared with 
the Inultiform evidence pertaining to the subject, is it 
clearly seen to be untenable. 


rrhe following are the essential points in Baur's 
theory. 1 The doctrine of Christ was, in principle, an 
abolishment of the Old Testmnent ritual and of the 
distinction, as to religions rights and privileges, be- 
tween the Jew and the Gentile. But the original dis- 
ciples did not advance to the conclusion which lay 
impliedly in the religions ideas of the 
Iaster. On the 
contrary, they persisted to the end in the traditional 
persuasion that the way of salvation was through 
.T udaism; that the Gentile nUlst enter the Church by 
that door, and that the uncircumcised had no part in 
the 
Iessiah's kingdom. The Apostle Paul alone was 


1 'Ve have drawn our representations of the Tüùingen views 
chiefly from the work of Baur, the title of which is given at the begin- 
ning of this Essay. This work is the final, conùenseù presentation of his 
theory relative to the origin and early history of Christianity. The 
work of Lekebusch (the title of which i" also given abo\'e) is the 
ablest refutation, with which we are acquainted, of Dam.'s theory in 
its bearing on the Acts of the Apostles. In this branch of the dis- 
cussion, especial1y, we have frequently availed oursel\es of his sug- 
gestions. 
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so enlightened as to perccive that the old rites were 
abrogated by the nature of the new religion, and that 
the Gentile stood on an equality with the Jew, faith 
being the sole requirement. Nay, he held that cir- 
cumcision and the ritual were no longer admissible, 

ince they implied some other object of reliance than 
Christ, smne other condition of salvation besides faith. 
Hence, there was a radical difference in doctrine 
between Petcr and the Jerusalem Christians on the one 
hand, and Paul and his followers on the other, which 
led to a personal disagreement and estrangenlent 
between these two apostolic leaders. r
rhcre grew up 
two antagonistic types of Christianity, two divisions of 
the Church, separate and unfriendly to each other. 
Such was the state of things at the end of the apos- 
tolic age. r
rhen followed attempts to. rcconcile the 
diffcrcnce and to bridge thc gulf that scparatcd Gel1tile 
from Jewish, Pauline frOlll Pctrine Christianity. To 
this end, various irenical and compromising books were 
written in the name of the apostlcs and their helpers. 
The only Epistles of Panl wllÏch are countcd as genuine 
arC' that to the Romans, that to the Galatians, and the 
two Epistles to the Corinthians. TInt the most impor- 
tant monument of this pacifying effort is the hook of 
Arts, writtcn in the earlicr part of the sccond ccntury 
by a Pauline Christian Wl1O, hy making Panl somc- 
thing of a J lldaizcr and thcn rcprcscnting Petcr as 
agrccing ,yith him in the recognition of the rights of 
the Gcntiles, hoped, not in vain, to produce a mutual 
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friendliness between the respective partisans. of the 
rival apostles. 'rhe Acts is a fiction founded on facts, 
and \\"fitten for a specific doctrinal pnrpose. The nar- 
rative of the council or conference of the apostles, for 
example (Acts xv.), is pronounced a pure invention of 
the writer, and such a representation of the con- 
dition of things as is inconsistent with Paul's own 
statements, and, for this and other reasons, plainly 
false. r
rhe same ground is taken in respect to the 
conversion of Cornelius and the vision of Peter attend- 
ing it. 


Defore we directly examine these views, let us 
observe the Inain facts in the history of the reception 
of the Gentiles into the Church, assuming, for the 
present, that the doclunents are trustworthy. ",Ve 
shall show hereafter, especiaHy in regard to the Acts, 
that the impeac1l1nent of their genuineness and credi- 
hility cannot be sustained. 
'Vithout doubt, Christ himself observed, during 
his life, the cereulonial law. l Until that law should be 
supplanted by his finished \York-by the act of God 
who gave it-he considered it obligatory. As a faith- 
ful servrll1t, he cmne under the law. lIe rejected, 
indeed, thc traditions of the el.lers, the ascetic, super- 
stitions practices" hieh the Pharisees had appended to 
the Old r
restmnent legislation. So he signified the 


1 On the position of Christ in reference to the Jaw, we have little 
(
ifference with Baur. Baur's obscnatiC'ns on this topic are marked 



, 
BAUR S THEORY. 


213 


authority that belonged to hÜn to 1110dify the la"
 by 
fulfilling it, or carrying it forward to a form answering 
funy to the idea underlying it-as when he declared 
himself the Lord of the Sa1bath ()Iark ii. 28).1 It 
is true, however, that complying with the ritual hÏIll- 
self, hc also bade others comply with it, even \yith its 
minutc provisions. At the same time, both by illlpli- 
cation and explicitly, he authorized the conclusion that 
in the new era which he was introducing, the cere- 
monies of the law would have no longer an) place, nor 
would thcy be required. r
rhey belonged to another, a 
rudimental, preparatory system, that was passing away. 
The barrier between Jcw and Gentile was about to fall 
down. The suhlimc dcclaration of Jesus at the well 
of Sychem respecting the nature of acceptable worship 
and thc abolishment of an restrictions of place, as wen 
as many other passages hardly less significant, will 
rradily occur to the reader. "\Ye win aC80mmodate 
ourseh'cs to the predilection of the Tübingen critics for 
the Gospel of 
ratthcw, and draw some illustrations 
frOlll that source. ,First, the spiritual character of the 
doctrines and precepts of Jesus is a most impressive 
clmracteristic. Righteousncss and piety, as described 
in the Sermon on thc l\fount, hc10ng to the tempers of 
the heart. r
rhe inwardness of true rc1igion was never 

o thoroughly rmd suhlimc1y laid down as in this teach- 


by his usual perspicuity and force. See DaB ClLrisfenthum, etc., 8. 
25 seq. 


1 So De W cUe anù 
[e'yer. 
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ing. For hilll lvho thus taught, what value could 
forms, in themselves considered, possess? The love of 
God and man is the sum and substance of duty; to 
be IJerfect as the Father in I-Ieaven is perfect, the sole 
aspiration. Secondly, in his direct opposition to the 
Pharisees, the real character of the principles of Christ 
COllIes out. It is formalism-a trust in forms-which 
calls forth his reprobation. " Not that which goeth 
into the mouth defileth a man; but that which cometh 
out of the mouth." "Those things which proceed out 
of the luouth come forth from the heart,. and they 
defile the luan" "But to eat with unwashen hands 
defileth not a 111an." (JHatt. xv. 11, 18, 20). 'Vhat a 
simple andlull1inous exposition of the nature of good 
anù evil! How clear that in the eyes of Jesus, forms 
had 110 inherent value, no abiding existence! The 
abrogation of the former systClll he. affinued and 
eXplained by saying that new wine lllust not be put in 
old 10ttles, or new cloth patched into an old garment. 
1-low cOlùd he 1110re pointedly affirlll that he was 
establishing a systenl so far different frOlll the old, that 
the features of the two could not be blended.? To 
cling to the old ritual, as something essential, would 
have the effect to destroy the fundamental peculiarity 
of the ne'y systen1. Attempt it not, "lest the bottles 
should break and thc wine be spined" Platt. ix. 17 
para!.). This, be it remembered, was in reply to the 
question, WIlY his disciples abstained from fasting. 
Thirdly, Christ forewarned his Jewish hearers that the 
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Gentiles would e\'en take their place in gaining posses- 
sion of the 1lessillgs of the new kingdom. In con- 
nection with the centurion's exhibition of faith in the 
pmrer of Jesus to heal his ab3ent servant, he saiù that 
many would come frOll1 the cast anù west, many Gen- 
tiles, and sit down with the Patriarchs in the kingdom 
of IIeaven, whilst the children of the kingdonl-the 
natural expectants of the inheritance-would be cast 
out (l\Iatt. vii. II, 12). In the parable of the vine- 
yard and the rebellious husbandmen, who stan(l for the 
Jews, thcir crÏIne in slaying the messengers of the 
owner, and finally his son and heir, leads to their 
destruction and to the letting out of "the vineyard 
unto other husbandmen." The Jews, rejecting the 
Jlessiah, are to be supplanted by the Gentiles. In 
keeping with such teaching arc the predictions uttered 
by Christ concerning the destruction of .J ernsalenl and 
the dm\ nfall of the tcmple. Looking down upon tilt:' 
city, he said: "Bchold your house is left unto you 
desolate!" But the disciples were cOlllmanded to 
carry the gospel to the Gentiles-to disciple the 
nations. frhat the Gentiles were to be embraced in 
the l\Iessianic kingdom was a familiar part of prophecy. 
\.S to how the kingdom was to be extended ov('1' them, 
\\-as a point ill regard to which ihe prevalent anticipa- 
tions were colored by the mistaken iùeas and unspiritual 
ambition of the people. But the incorporation of the 
Gentiles, in some way, into the 
Iessiah's kingdom, all 
the .Jews expected. Christ commanded that the same 
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gospel which the disciples had received themselves 
should be offered to their acceptance-adding the 
direction that the believer should be baptized, and the 
prOluise that he should be saved. AIl other points he 
left to be 'settled in the light of providential 'eyellts and 
under the subsequent teaching of the IIoly Spirit. In 
accordance with that reserve which adapted the dis- 
closure of truth to the recipiency of the learner, Christ 
went no farther than to throw out the great principles, 
the command and the intimations which have been 
adverted to, not defining precisely either what course 
the heathen were to take with reference to the :\Iosaic 
ritual, or what was to become of cereulonial J uc1aisll1. 
rrhese things the apostles were left to learn, in the 
prosecution of their work, hy the outward instruction 
of providential events and the inward illumination hy 
the Spirit. rrhis reserve on the part of Christ is a 
characteristic and Ï1npressive example of the divine 
method of teaching. Instead of tearing up the old 
institutions-sweeping them away by a peremptory 
edict, before the mind was prepared for the change 
by perceiving that they had become superfluous, he left 
the Church to be first educated up to the requisite 
point. The dropping of the old forms was to result, 
as a logical and necessary consequence, from the expan.. 
sive force of the new systmn. The logic of evcnts- 
the full comprehension of the gospel-the distinct 
under
tanding of the offices of Christ-would under- 
mine and supplant the ritual law. I10w llluch better 
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for the revolution to take place thus, than to be precipi_ 
tated by an abrupt decree, enforced as a law from 
without upon llÚnùs which had gained no insight into 
the ground and reason for a seeming repeal of div indy 
given statutes! 
Let us now procecd to note the luanneI' in which 
the great lesson was learned. The apostles, and the 
infant church at .J crusalem under their guidance, 
continue to observe the cerclllonic
 of the law as of 
old. Thcy have no thought of disp8nsing ,,-ith cir- 
cUlllcision and the other requirements of the ritual. 
'rIICY arc .Jews, belicving in the 
Iessiah. '
rhe first 
lnurmur of difference in that young cOlllmunity, of 
which the opening part of .Acts presents so delightful 
a picture, is the complaint of the IIellenists-the 
foreign, Greek-speaking .Tews-that their poor arc 
neglected in the distribution of alms. Thi::; little 
incidcnt, apart from its immcdiate conscqnCl1ce, is 
significant as ùringing bcfore us the two classes of 
.J ews, which, though closely and cordially united by 
a comlllon descent and common creed, are yet in some 
respects dissimilar, as subsequent events prove. Of 
thc deacons chosen, onc is said to have ùcen a 
prosdyte of righteousness; that is, a heathen admitted 
hy circulllcision to a full participation in the privileges 
of the J cwo rl
he pcrsecution attending the martyrdom 
of Stephcn 1 dispcrses the Church and leads to the 


J Stephen was a IIellenist. lIe was charged by "false witnesses !1 
with blaspheming tlle temple and the law, and with s:tying that 
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first effective preaching of the word beyond Jerusalem. 
The vision of Peter, and the baptism of Cornelius, 
are the earliest recognition of Gentile Christianity. 
'Vhether Cornelius was, or was not, a proselyte of 
the gate, cannot be determined, nor is the question 
very lIlaterial. The previous feeling of Peter and 
the J erusaleln Christians, as to the qualifications 
for admission to the Christian Church, is seen in 
his remark on the occasion of his interview with 
Cornelius: "Y e know how that it is an unla\vful thing 
for a Illan that is a Jew to keep company or come 
unto one of another nation." 2 
IoreoYer, on his 
return to Jerusalem, "they that were of the circum- 
cision "-the Jewish Christians-call hilll to account 
for having eaten with Gentiles (Acts 
i 2, 3). I-lis 
defence is a recapitulation of the circumstances of his 
yision and a statement of the fact that the gifts of 


Jesus of Nazareth would "destroy this place," and "change the 
customs" delivered by Moses (Acts vi. 13, 14). The witnesses 
were ,. false," since doubtless they maliciously perverted what 
Stephen had said. Yet it is evident from the tone of his spe.:cL- 
see especially Acts vii. 47-50, and the denunciation he was uttering 
when he was interrupted-that the charge was not a pure invention, 
but was built up on what Stephen had said. See Keander's 
Apostel[JcsclâclLte, B. I. s. 8G. 
\I Abstinence to tlJÍs extent from intercourse with the heathen 
was not enjoined in the Pentateuch. But Peter's I.emark repre- 
sents the feeling and usual practice of the later Jews. The prose- 
lyte of the gate was uncircumcised, so tllat there was a like repug- 
nance to intercourse with him-at least to sitting at the table with 
him. 
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the Spirit had been exhibited by the new conycrts. 
"forasmuch," he says, "then, as God gaye them the 
like gift as he did unto us who belieyed on the Lord 
Jesus Christ, ,,,hat was I that I could withstand God ?" 
This explanation for the time appease's the discontent. 
But the principal event is the establishment of a 
Gentile church, or a church nmde up partly of con- 
ycrted and baptized heathen, at Antioch. 'Ye rcad 
that thöse who were scattered abroad hy the persccu- 
tion following the dcath of Stephen "travelled as far 
as Phcnice, and Cyprus, and Antioch, jHeachiJ/g the 
lCord uuto ?lOILC but unto Jelcs onl!!_ And some of 
them were men of Cyprus and Cyrene, which when 
they were come to ...\ntioch spake unto the GreciaNs," 
not lIellenists but lIellenes, "preaching the Lord 
Jcsns." A great nUlnber of the Grecians-nncir- 
cumcised Gcntiles-Illoved by that scnse of spiritual 
llecessitie3 which prevailed so extensively among the 
heathen throughout the Roman world, believed in 
Christ. Observe it was men of Cyprus and Cyrene- 
Hellenists-who laid the foundation of this Gentile 
church. Barnabas, himself a Jew by birth, but a 
natiye of Cyprus, is sent frOll1 J ernsalcm to visit this 
rising church so strangely composed. Seeing the 
reality of the work of grace which had been effected, 
he rejoiced in it, and having brought Paul-who was 
also, hy birth a IIellenist-from Tarsus, whither he 
had retired, the two lahorcd together for a year, 
"and taught l1lUch pcople." IJaul is now fairly 
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embarked upon the grand work of his life. Partly 
on account of the peculiarity of his inward experience 
and partly on account of the depth and logical force 
of his mind-not to speak of special enlightenment 
frOlI1 above-he discerned 1110st clearly that faith, 
and faith alone, is the condition of sah-atiol1; that to 
lnake the soul depend for pardon upon legal obser- 
YfinCeS along with faith, is to set the ground of 
salvation, partially at least, outside of Christ, and to 
found the Christian llOpe npon self-righteousness 
instead of his lllerits. lIe went straight to the 
unavoidable inference that the ritual system is not 
to be observed as a means of salration, and is in no 
sense obligatory upon the Gentiles. Thus Paul stands 
forth, in this part of the apostolic ag
, the glorious 
champion of the freedom and universality of the 
gospel. It is a religion for the world-not for the 
Jew alone, but for the Gentile equally. The wall that 
divided the two classes of mrtnkind, "the hand-writing 
of ordinances" being now b!otted out, has been 
levelled to the ground. rrhe n1Íssionary journey of 
Paul and Barnabas greatly enlarged the uUluber of 
heathen converts; for when they had first preached 
to the Jews in the places they visited, they then 
turned to the Gentiles. After their return they 
continued their labors at Antioch, now the parent 
of churches among the heathen, and the second 
metropolis, as it were, of Christianity. But the 
church of Antioch is disturbed by certain men which 



BAUR'S THEORY. 


221 


came down frOln Judea-judaizers-who declared 
the necessity of ci1'culllCision for salvation. As the 
result of the "no slnall dissension and disputation 
with theIn," it is determined to send Paul and 
Barnabas at the head of a deputation to Jerusalen1 
to confer with the apostles and elders upon this 
question. Of this visit, besides the narrative in the 
Acts, we have the advantage of an invaluable notice 
fron1 the pen of Paul himself (Gal. ii.). 'Vaiving for 
the present the consideration of this last passage, ,,'e 
see f1'Oln the account of Luke, that when the mes- 

engers from Antioch had been received by their 
brethrcn at Jerusalem, "certain of the sect of the 
Ph ari..,ccs zehich bcliel;ed" brought forward their 
demand, that the Gentile converts should be circunl- 
cised and required to observe the ::\Iosaie law. It is 
interesting to notice that the zealous judaizers were 
converted Pharisees. After nlueh disputing, l)eter 
and James interpose; the former referring to the 
events connected with the baptislll of Cornelius, and 
both rejecting the proposition of the judaizers. 'rheir 
judgnlent anù that of the church '''as, that cel'tain 
statutes which the Jew deemed most essential, sholùù 
be complíed with by the heathen converts. They 
were to abstain "from meats offered to idols, and 
fron1 blooù, and fr01n things strangled, anti f1'0111 
fornication." The fact of the reading of the law of 
:Moses in the hYIlagogues of every city on the Sabhath, 
is set [('rth as a reason for the propriety of this re- 
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quiremcnt. 1 rrhus, SO far as the influence of the 
apostles \yent, this great question was put to rest, 


1 The precise significance of this rea'3on has been a mooted point 
among commentators. Of the various interpretations which have 
been snggested, it appears to us that the choice lies between two. 
Some wouid par3phrase tho passago thus: "as to the Jews, they 
need no prescription, since thy will of course follow the law which 
is read on the Sabbath." This was the interpretation of ChrJ'sostom, 
and is adopted by Neander. Others, including Meyer and Lekebu5ch, 
make the passage a statement of the reason why the Gentiles were 
to conform in these particulars to the Jewish law; the reason, 
namely, that the reading of the law in the synagogues every Sab- 
bath, rendered it more offensive to the Jews to see that law, in these 
conspicuous points, disregarded. This appears to us to be the true 
sense of the passage. Gieseler, and also Baur, would male the 
passage signify by implication, that" the Jewish law had proved 
itself ineffectual for the conversion of the Gentiles, wLibt the oppo- 
site result in connection with the preaching of Paul and his asso- 
ciates, had shown the ceremonial law to be the only hindrance to 
the spread of the true religion." Ewald suggests that the reason 
was advanced to pacify the fear of those who thought that the 
Mosaic law would fall into disuse if this indulgence were extended 
to the Gentile converts. Both these interpretations seem to us 
much less natural than the one we have appro,"cd. The view we 
adopt is supported by the authority of Professor Hackett in his 
scholarly work on the Acts. 
As to the decision itself, it consists of four particulars. The 
heathen com'erts were to abstain from the flesh of anim31s slain as a 
sacrifice to idols, from using the blood of animals for food, from 
fornication, and from eating animals who had been strangled or put 
to death by any other mode than by shedding their blood. The 
first of these was in compli3nce with Ex. xxxiv. 15. The second and 
the fourth were Levitical statutes, and founded on the sacredness 
of blood. The third, a moral prohibition, was joined with these 
a(liaphora, because in the progress of heathen corruption it had 
come to be regarded as almost an adiaplwron-a thing morally 



BAUR'S THEORY. 


223 


and on grounds satisfactory to Paul and his coad- 
jutors. But the judaizing party was far frOln resting 
satisfied under this Inost Christian arrangement. As 
all know, they pursued the .A postle Paul whereyer 
he ,vent, sowing division in the churches he planted 
and striving to destroy the esteem in which he was 
held by his converts. They seem to have sometÏ1nes 
made use of the llame of Peter, and to have pretended 
to be his followers, and we find a self-styled party 
of Peter among the opponents of Paul in the Corin- 
thian church. 
After the conference at Jerusalem, there are two 
occurrences that deserve special notice. rrhe one 
is the controversy of Paul and Peter, or, rather, the 
rebuke of Peter by Paul at Antioch. Peter had 
associated freely with the Gentile converts-had eaten 
with then1. Bnt on the arrival of certain jndaizing 
Christians from J erusalelll, he changed his course out 
of a timid regard to thcir prejudice, and withdrew 
from the Gentile believers. Even Barnabas was led 
to follow his example. Paul publicly "withstood" 
Peter, saying: "If thou then, being a Jew, livest 
after the manner of the Gentiles (t;'{ll'l;{{J;), "'hy com- 
pellest thou the Gentiles to live as do the Jews 
(ìOllvui!;uv)? " 'Ve shall hereafter consider this 
controversy lllOre at length. lIcre we merely caU 


indifferent. See on this point, Winer's Real. nrorlcrb., Art. Hurt, 
a.nd :Meyer on Acts xv. 20. 
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attention to the ground of Paul's complaint, which 
was a dereliction frOln his own principles, or hypo- 
critical conduct, on the part of Peter. The charge 
was that "he walked not uprightly." It was not 
an error of opinion, but a 1110ral error, which Paul 
censured. 
rrhe other occurrence requiring special notice, 
IS the last visit of Paul to Jerusalem. The narrative 
of Luke gives us a clear view of the state of thiugs 
in the church there. Paul and his associates were 
cordially received. But when he had recounted to 
the apostles the fruits of his n1Ïnistry among the 
Gentiles, and they had welc01ued the intelligence, 
J ames informs hÏ1n of a prejudice against hilll in the 
minds of luany, owing to a report which had gained 
credence. lIe had been charged, doubtless by Jews 
and J udaizer8 fr0111 Asia and the west, with having 
urged the foreign, Greek-speaking Jews-the Ilelle- 
nists-to forsake the l\Iosaic law and abstain fron1 
circumcising their children. This accusation was false. 
The J ewìsh-Christian 111e111bers of the Gentile churches 
were, not unlikely, as Ewald conjectures, falling away 
fr0111 the observance of the ritual. And this 111ight 
have givcn occasion to the charge against Paul. But 
there is not a particle of evidence tending to show 
that he ever sought to dissuade Jews f1'0111 complying 
with the ritual. lIe rejected the doctrine that the 
ohservance of the law is essential to salvation. lIe 
rejected the doctrine that the observance of it was 
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obligatory upon Gentile converts; and the adoption 
by them of the Jewish ritual under the idca that 

ah'ation was contingent upon observing it, he re- 
garded as a fatal error-as a dishonor to the suffi- 
ciency of Christ, and a method of self-rightcousness. 
But his opposition to the law extcnded no farther. 
. 
On the contrary, as he himself said, to the Jews he 
made hÍ1nsclf a .T ew. lie respectcd their national 
feelings and customs. II ence he found no difficulty 
in taking upon him the \-OW which J allleS reconllllend- 
ed, as a visible proof that the charges against him 
were false, and that he was no renegade frOll1 the 
religion of his fathers. 1 But this act did not save 
him from the fanatical hatred of the Jews frOln .Asia- 
the unbelieving Jews \\"ho had so often stirred up 
tumults against hinl in the towns where he had 
preached. Ilowe\'cr he lllay have pacified the beliet- 
ill!! Jews by showing respect for the national customs, 
he did not secure himself frOlll the vio1cnce of the 
Asian Jews who were present in the city in large 
numbers, and in addition to their old enmity were 
c'\asperated by the erroneous impression that Paul 
had taken Trophimus, an Ephesian Gentile whom 
they had seen with him, into the temple. .Uence the 
mob, which had for its final conscqurl1ce the journcj 
of the apostle to Rome. 
From this survcy we are brought to the conclusion 


I The feeling of James rc!'pccting the propriet,r of ûb:,:erying tIle 
law is plainly discO\'ercù in Acts xxi. 2-!. 
15 
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that while it is true that the Apostle Paul understood 
the relations of the new and the old dispensation with 
peclùiar clearness, and vindicated the liberty of the 
Gentiles with a singular depth of conviction and an 
unyarying consistency, it is nevertheless true, also, 
that Peter and the original apostles, and the church 
. 
of Jerusalem, as far as its public action is concerned, 
were in cordial fellowship with Paul and willingly 
tolerated the Gentile branch of the church, not 
imposing upon it the yoke of the law, with the excep- 
tion of the few prudential regulations reco111mended 
by the apostolic convention. 
Bmu and his followers nlaintain an opposite 
opinion. There existed, they hold, a radical opposi- 
tion in principle between these two branches of the 
church, which involved a mutual antagonism on the 
part of their apostolic leaders. The proof of this 
position Baur professes to find chiefly in certain 
exprcssions of the Apostle Paul in his Epistles, which 
are alleged to be inconsistent with many of the 
representations found in the Acts. FrOln the two 
Epistles to the Corinthians and the "Epistle to the 
Galatians, Baur draws most of the argumcnts on 
which he relies to establish his position. rrhere was 
in the Corinthian church, we are tolJ, a party which 
denied that Paul had a right to consider himself an 
apostle, and sought to supplant him by setting up 
the superior authority of Peter and the rest of t11e 
original disciples of Christ. This party was stirred 
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up by Jewish Christians who brought the letters of 
recommendation frOln J erusalen1, to which Paul 
sarcastically alludes.! In the" Epistle to the Galatians, 
it is said, the radical diversity of principles behyeen 
the two types of Christianity, already developed in 
the Epistles to the Corinthians, is attcnded with the 
record of a personal alienation between Peter and 
Panl, which, so far as we know, was ncyer healed. 
In the Epistle to the Romans, Paul is supposed to 
write in a milder and Inore conciliatory spirit; an- 
nouncing his intention to carry the contribution of 
money to Jerusalem, and in other ways luanifesting 
a disposition to overcome the hostility which, it is 
pretended, existed against him and his doctrine on 
t.he side of the nlOther-church. Especially does Baur 
dwell upon the account in the Acts of the circumcision 
of Timothy, asserting that such an act would be 
al)solutcly incompatible with the doctrine laid down 
by Paul (Gal. v. 2): "If ye be circumcised, Christ 
shaH profit you nothing." Other instances of con- 
formity to the Jewish Jaw, which are attributed to 
l)aul in the Acts, he pronounces to be equally 
unhistoricaI. The entire representation givcn there 
of the personal relations of Paul to Petcr and his 
associates, BanI' affirms to be contrary to the in- 
timations and assertions of Paul, and to be con- 
I 
tradicted, in particular, by Panl's llarratiye of his 


Such letters might be taken, probably, by any Christian who 
was rectus in ecc[cÛa, in case he wished to tmvel. 
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conference with the apostles, in the second chapter 
of Galatians. 
We believe that these propositions of the Tübiu- 
gen critics are not sustained by the evidence to which 
they appeal, but are flatly contradicted by it, and that 
their positions are contrary to tlle truth. 'Vhat 
evidence is there, in the Epistle to the Corinthians, 
of such a division and hostility as Baul' affirms to have 
existed? There was a faction which claimcd to be 
the disciples of Petel'. But what proof is there that 
he gave them any countenance? There was also, 
mnong the opponents of Paul, a party claiming to 
follow Apollos-himself a disciple of the Pauline 
doctrine. 'Yho pretends that AIJ olIo s encouraged 
such a mOVCll1ent ? To our Inind, all the language of 
Paul in reference to the other apostles which is 
found in these Epistles, proves the opposite of Baur's 
proposition. Tlle apostles are spoken of as one 
body of fellow-laborers. In vindicating his authority 
against the aspersions cast upon him, Paul asserts, 
to be sure, that "he is not a whit behind the very 
chierest apostles" (2 Cor. xi. 5). But he does not 
say or insinuate that "the chiefest apostles" are NO 
apostles, or that they are' perverters of the truth. 
rrhe opposite of this is everywhere implied. lIe says: 
"God has set forth us the apostles last, as it were 
appointed to death;" and in the record of hardsláp 
that fol1ows, he associates with himself his fellow- 
apostles. 'Vitness also his appeal to the testimony 
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of the other apostles-of Peter, James, and the rest- 
in proof of the Resurrection of Christ, and the coup- 
lin g of their testilTIon y with the reference to the 
appearance of Christ to himself: "}-'or I am the least 
of the ajJostlcs and not worthy to be called an apostle, 
because I persecuted the Church of God." He COlTI- 
pares himself with the other apostles and takes the 
lowest place among them! But a more striking re- 
futatión of Eatu's view is contained in the remarks of 
PatÙ upon the contribution he was collecting for the 
poor brethren at Jerusalem. In the First Epistle he 
exhorts the Corinthians to aid in l1laking up this 
"contribution for the saints "-saillts it appears they 
were, notwithstanding their supposed heresy and 
hostility! And in the Second Epistle he speaks of 
the luatter more at length. lIe had long been 
engaged in this charitable service (ix. 2). I-Ie says 
that the conveyance, by his instrumentality, of this 
contribution, will not only relieve "the wants of the 
saints," but will call forth at J erusalelll "thanks- 
giving unto God;" that the church at Jerusalem 
will find occasion to glorify God for the faithfulness 
of the Corinthians in thus practically ca:crying out 
t heir Christian profession, aud for the genuineness 
of their Christian fellowship (xOl}/(o)J,ía;) nmnifested in 
this liberality. lIe aJds that the saints at Jerusalem 
with prayer "will long after you" on account of the 
abounding grace of God vouchsafed to you. A deep, 
yearning, prayerful interest will he excited towards 
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the Corinthian Christians in the hearts of their 
brethren at J erusalenl. 'Yho can believe that this 
contribution is going to a church which is considered 
by Paul to be Inade up of J udaizers-professors of 
what he calls another gospel? If the Corinthians 
had understood Paul's letter to thenl as Baur does, 
what l1lust have been their surprise at these incon 4 
gruous exhortations and expressions of fraternal re- 
gard for the J erusaleul believers! Turn we now to 
the Epistle to the Romans, written not long after. 
There we find the apostle pouring out his love and 
conlpassion for his kinsnlen according to the flesh- 
eXplaining that the apparent rejection of them by 
Divine Providence is temporary. Of the contrihutiou 
he says: "Now I go unto J erusalelll to 111Ïnister unto 
the saints. For it hath pleased theln of :M.:acedonia 
and Achaia to nlake a certain contribution for the poor 
saints which are at Jerusalem. It hath pleased them 
yerily, and their debtors they are. For if the Gentiles 
have been Blade partakers of their spiritual things"- 
for Jerusalem was the mother-church '" hence Chris- 
tianity with an its blessings flowed out to the Gentiles 
-" their duty is also to minister unto thenl in carnal 
things" (ROlll. xv. 25 seq.).l IIere the Apostle Patù 
honors the Jerusalem cllurch as the fountain whence 
the Gentiles have derived their Christianity. Are 
these expressions compatible with the notion that this 


1 Principally on account of its allegcd complaisance towards the 
Jewish Christians, the xvth chnpter (as well ns the xvith) of this 
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church had no fellowship with the uncircumcised 
converts of Christianity, and that its leaùers ,,-ere 
hostile to Paul, and in turn considered by him to be 
involved in fundamental error? The assertion or 
insinuation by Baur, that there was any essentia1 
change in Paul's feeling between the writing of the 
Epistles to the Corinthians and Galatians, and that 
to the Romans, is without foundation. During the 
whole period in which the composition of the first. 
nmned Epistles occurred, Paul was interested in the 
business of gathering the contribution whieh he after. 
wards carried to Jerusalem. 
But the main reliance of BanI' is on Panl's narra. 
tive, in the second chapter of Galatians, of his confer. 
ence with the apostles and his subsequent conflict 
with Peter at Antioch. But an cxmnination of this 
interesting passage, instead of confirming Baur's 
theory, will, as we think, demonstrate its falsity. Be 
it rCl11cnibered tlmt Paul is writing to a church which 
the J udaizers lmd tried to turn away both from his 


Epistle is declared by D
ur-without the shadow of external proof 
and contrary to the internal evidence of both style and thought-to 
be an interpolation. His argument is a mere petitio principii. The 
arùitrary attempt to cast th
se inconvenient passages out of the 
Epistlo, is well answered by )1c)"er in his Commentar)" on the Romani> 
(K. xv.). Bleck, a cautious and unprejudiced critic, sa)"s, in refereneo 
to the denial by Baul" and 8chwegler of the genuineness of the last 
two chapters of the Epistle: "The grounds for this denial are whoBy 
false and untenable, and the genuineness of these chapters, a
 we1l 
as the fact of their belonging to onr Epi:;<tIe, is to be regarded :1.. 
certain:' Ehd. in d. ....Y. 1
, s. 416. 
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doctrine and frofIl their esteem and respect for his 
person and apostolic authority. He is placed under 
the necessity of eXplaining his relations to the other 
apostles; and this he does by showing, on the one 
hand, his own independence and equality with them, 
and, on the other, the full recognition and fellowship 
which they had accorded to hiln. lIe is speaking 
of the smne visit which Luke describes in the fifteenth 
chapter of the Acts. Fourteen years after his first 
visit to J erusaleln, when he had spent a fortnight with 
Peter (i. 18), he ,yent there in company with Barnabas 
and Titus. fIe communicated "privately to thenl 
which were of reputation" (roì; OOXOlJût), the gospel 
wlÜeh he was in the habit of preaching. 1 I--lis motive 
in takillg this course is 
et forth in the following 
words: "lest by any means I should run, or had run, 
in yain." That is to say, he eXplained llis nlethod of 
preaching in order that he Inight be rightly judged 
and appreciated by his fellow-apostles. 'Ve shall see, 
us we proceed, whether or not he was successful. 
l3efore stating the result of his conference, he de- 
scribes the ineffectual attempt of "false brethren 
unawares brought in" to procure the circumcision 
of rritus, and his own prompt and effectual resistance 


1 This acconnt by Paul, and the narrative in the xvth of Act
, 
tmpplement each other. The latter relates to the puùlic transactioll, 
including the decision "hich was reached; the former, as above 
stated, refers to a conference of a more prh"ate nature. But the 
phraseology in Gal. ii. 2 implies that there was a 'Puùlic conference 
also. See Ellicott and :Meycr ('n thc passage. 
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to their endeavor. The" false brethren" are Judaiz- 
ing reactionists having no right in the Christian 
hrotherhood, but having crept ill, as it were-intrud- 
ed where they ùo not belong. They made it their 
business "to spy ont the liberty" of the Gentile 
converts; that is, they watched with an illimical 
intent, designing to bring these converts to accept the 
Joke of the :\Iosaic law. 11ere the difference beh\Ten 
such false brethren and the apostles is palpable. 
\Y ould Paul have undertaken to explain his gospel to 
these "false brethren," lest he should run in vain? 
Rather would he, as he did, sternly resist them. But 
the refusal of Paul to circumcise Titus is used as an 
argument to disprove the 11Ïstorical truth of the cir- 
cmncision of Timothy. It is said that Paul would 
not ha\"e ùone at one time ,,,hat he ahsoluìelv refused 
01 
to do at another. But \rhy did he refuse to circum- 
cise rritus ? }'irst, because he was a heathen hy birth, 
and secondly, because his circumcision was demandcd 
OIl doctrinal grounds, so that to yield would have 
heen to give up at once the rights of the GC11tiles m}(l 
justification by faith. nut rrimotllY was the son of 
a .Jewish 1ll0tl1Cr, and he was circumciseù for a totalh' 
"' 
different reaSon from that for which the circumcision 
of Titus was demanded. Timothy was circumcised 
out of respect to unconvcrted Jews, not cOllYerted 
.J udaizers. lIis circumcision neither imperilled the 
rights of the Gentiles, 1101' clashed with the doctrine 
of Justification. In this act, Paul silllply wade him.. 
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self" a Jew unto the Jew," on his Inaxilll of making 
hinlself all things to all men-so far as no principle 
was violated. 1 rrhere is, then, no inconsistency such as 
is charged by the TÜ.bingen critics. The circumcision 
of Timothy as truly accords with the principles of 
Paul, as the circluncision of Titus would have con- 
tradicted them. flaving lnentioned the circumstances 
concerning Titus, Paul now returns to his conference 
with the apostles: "But of t.hose "-frOlll those- 
",,,ho semued to be somewhat," -that is, were re- 
garded with nlOst respect-here Palù breaks off the 
sentence by throwing in this parenthetical remark: 
"whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter to n
e, 
God accepteth no man's person;" and then he adds: 
"for they who seenlec1 to be somewhat, in conference 
addt>d nothing to me." rrhe lnode of characterizing 
the apostles as "those who Seell1 to be somewhat," 
is misinterpreted when it is supposed to contain a 
tinge of irony. N ot1Üng of that sort belongs- to the 
phraseology. It is the equivalent of the earlier ex- 
pression-" thenl which were of reputation." And 
as to the parenthetical clause, it must be l'emelll bered 
t!mt Paul's enemies were endeavoring to disprove his 
clailn to be an apostle, and to represent that the 
older apostles were possessed of. superior authority: 
lIis purpose is to express, as against this disparnge- 
ment, his consciousness of a perfect equality in respect 
to rights and claims, with the other apostles. And 


1 1 Cor. ix. 20 scq. 
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having been led to allude to the high estimation in 
which they stood, he adds a cautionary explanation 
which would exclude the inference that he considered 
himself in any dcgree subordinate to theine " \Yhat- 
eyer they were-however high may be the standing 
of mC11, God is not thereby rendered partiaì towards 
them." rrhe last clause in the quotation above, is, 
however, the most important. Paul says of the 
apostles, that in conference they added nothing- 
(}ú(j
}1 -;r(!(}ûal,!:Nl:IJTo-to him. lIe had shortly before 

aid that on his arrival in .Jerusalem he "COnlll1Ullica- 
tea" -ÙJlH?'É/-tJjJl is the word-to the apostles the 
go
pcl he had IJl'eached. _\.nd now he says that theg 
-ovvhJ :r(JO(J((1,11?'l:1 J To-had nothing to add to that 
gospel ùy way of correction or supplement. They had 
no fault to find with it, no new principles to suggest; 
" but contrariwise" they-what? for everything turns 
on the statement that is to fonow
" thcy gm:e to /lIe 
and lJarJlabas the right hands of fellou:ship." Seeing 
that I)aul had been successful in converting the 
Gentiles as Peter had been successful in converting 
the J e\Ys, anù heeding this instruction of Providcnce; 
"ccing, moreover, the " grace that was givcn" to Paul, 
t he other apostles-\\'ho seenlcd to be pinal's, or, 
rat her, were esteemed as the leaders and supporters, 
of the Jerusalem church-Peter, .Tamps, and John, 
. 
gave the hand of fraternity and fellowship, it being 
understood that in accordance with the plain sngges- 
tion:, of Providence, Paul and Barnabas should labor 
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in heathen countries, whilst the other apostles should 
"go unto the circumcision." 'rhese statements, in- 
stead of supporting, utterly demolish Baur's theory. 
To say as he does, in effect, that this union was on 
the outside-was, in fact, a peaceable division and 
schism in the church, in which those who affirmed the 
necessity of circumcision and those who denied it, 
being unable to walk together, concluded to divide 
without an open quarrel, is to offer as gross a nlis- 
interpretation of a Scriptural passage as can well be 
conceived. The Apostle Paul expressly says that the 
other apostles had nothing to add to the principles 
which governed him in his preaching. lIe implies, 
and intends to convey the idea, that Peter, James, 
and J olm, were satisfied with the gospel which he 
preached. 'fhe imputation that Paul gave the right 
hand of fellowship to those who maintained, to use his 
own language, "another gospel," whcn neither he 
nor they felt that they were brethren, holding a com- 
mon faith and engaged in a common work, is wholly 
inconsistent with his known character, and would 
reflect upon him and them the deepest ùishonor. 'rlmt 
the fellowship was cordially Ineant is proved in a 
manner which no audacity of denial can gainsay, by 
the reaSOJlS which Paul assigns for the act,-the 
perception, namely, that a great work of God had 
. 
been done among the Gentiles, and that Paul was 
himself cnùued with heavenly grace for the work of 
an apostle. 'rhe same thing is rendered still 1110re 
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evident by the circumstance that the J erusaleul apos- 
tles requested Paul and Barnabas to relnember the 
poor at J erusalmll and collect for thern cOlltributions- 
to which request they willingly agreed. Of the zeal 
with which Paul addressed himself to this work of 
charity and fellowship, we have abundant evidence. 1 
Did Peter, James, and John, seek for the 1110ney of 
heretics and heretical teachers? Did Paul and Barna- 
bas labor to n1Ïnister to the wants of Judaizers- 
"dogs," as Paul plainly calls them in the Epistle to 
the Philippians ? No! the fellowship of the J en-ish 
and Gentile teachers was genuine and cordial: and 
so the underpinning of the whole Tiihingcn theory fans 


away. 
It would argue, however, not ollly an Ignorance 
of the subsequent history, but also an ignorance of 
human nature, to suppose that this fricndly and 
fraternal interview and the decisions of the apostolic 
convention would avail either to dcfine, in all points, 
the relation of the two branchcs of the church, or to 
suppress permanently the judaizing faction. That 


1 It had Leen a custom of the Jews scattered in foreign lands to 
send up gifts to tJ1C capital, expressing thus their sense of the pre- 
eminence of the J udaean church gathered aòout the centre of their 
religion. Ewald associates this old custom with the record of tho 
repeated contributions sent from the Gentile churches to the motIler- 
church at Jerusalem. These were, to be sure, ouly voluntary tokens 
of lo\'e. Yet the J ewi::;h Christian would naturally Le reminùeù 
of the old custcÞlll we hate mentioncù. Hence the fact of the se nd- 
ing of tl:ese contributions would Le a peculiar sign of re
pect as wdl 
as fellowsLip. See Ewald's G'c8cliicltte, &c., n. VI. s. 438. 
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this faction was still alive and influential, was shown 
by the transactions at Antioch which Paul proceeds 
to explain. Peter had not hesitated to eat with the 
Gentile converts there; to break over thus the restric- 
tion which the Jew placed upon hÜllself, as to inter- 
course with the heathen. 1 But on the arrival of 
certain Jewish Christians frOlll Jerusalem, he changed 
his course and withdrew from thelTI; the other Jewish 
converts and even Barnabas following his example. 2 
ffhis conduct of Peter roused the indignation and call- 
ed forth the plain and earnest rebuke of Paul. In 
mingling freely with the Gentile Christians, Peter 
acted in keeping with the liberal views which he had 
acquired in connection with the conversion of Corne- 
lius and had expressed at the apostolic convention. 
This convention had not defined what course the 
Jewish Christians were to take on the point in ques- 
tion. 'Ve cannot say, therefore, that Peter, in case 
he had abstained from eating with the Gentiles, would 
have violated the tenus of that arrangeu1ent. It is 
not rCluarkable that in the conference at Jerusalem 


I See Luke xv. 2 j 1 Cor. v. 11. 

 These Christians from Jerusalem are said (ver. 12) to have come 
à1TÒ 'IoKwßotJ-that is, to have been sent by James. The business on 
which they were sent, we know not, just as we know not the partic- 
ular object of Peter's visit. There is no intimation that James had 
given allY sanction. to the course which they chose to take with 
respect to the Gentile belie_ers. To suppose that he had, would be 
as unwarrantahle tlS to infer, from the course which Peter had first 
taken, that he had been sent, or had come, expressly to cat with the 
Gentiles and live fiS one of them. 
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this particular question ,vas not settled or considered; 
and although this freedOlll of intercourse which swept 
down all the old barriers between Jew and heathen 
might he a logical deduction from the spirit of that 
agreelllent, it is not l'enlarkable that Jewish believers 
-even those of a liberal turn and in favor of the 
fello,yship concluded upon at the con,"ention-should 
fail to perceive at once the pI'ol1l"iety of such a prac- 
tice. Peculiar cmbarrassments, as ,ye shall llereafter 
more fully point out, lay in the way of such a conces- 
SIon. 1Ve nlust not forget the force of a life-long, 
hereditary prejudice which is intrenched among relig- 
ious heliefs. Simplc abstincnce from this kind of 
fellowship with the Gentile Christians could not, 
thcrefore, be regarded as an absolute breach of the 
covenant which secured to thCln their rights and the 
recognition of their Christian standing. There were 
still two branchcs of the church. But the offence 
which Paul charged npon Peter was thrcefold. lIe 
was guilty of an inconsistency in dcparting from the 
course which he had pursued before the arrival of 
the Jewish Christians; of hypocrisy, since in thus 
altering llis conduct, he actcd against his real convic- 
tions and from fear; and of the virtual attempt to 
lead the Gentile converts to judaize, or to make theIll 
feel that they ought to he circumcised.. Petcr was not 
accused of an error of doctrine, but of an error in 
conduct. lIe behavcd in a lnanner inconsistent with 
11Ïs real views, just as Barnabas diù, and there is just 
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as little ground for imputing to Peter a judaiziug 
principle on account of his conduct on this occasion, 
as there is for imputing the smne principle to Barna- 
bas. Peter acted from the same cowardly feeling 
which had once moved hill1 to deny his 1\Iaster. If 
Paul had complained that Peter held a false principle, 
that he did not understand the rights of the Gentiles, 
this controversy n1ight be urged in support of Batu.'s 
theory. But inasnlllCh as the censure of Paul pre- 
8upposes an essential agreement between himself and 
Peter in their views upon the matter in question, 
Baur's the8ry not only gains no foothold, but is effec- 
tually overthrown by the record of this conflict. 'Ye 
simply add that Paul's reasoning on this occasion is 
a most forcible exposition of the principal grouÌld of 
his unflinching opposition to the laying of the cere- 
lnonial law upon the Gentiles. Such an act would 
derogate from the sufficiency of Christ as a Saviour, 
and imply that" hen a nmB believed on hiln, he had 
not secured his salvation, but was still in his sins. 
"If righteousness come by the law, then Christ is 
dead in vain." 1 
The continuance of a judaizing party after all 
these e\Tnts, and notwithstanding the fellowship 
het "-een the apostle to the heathen and "the pillars" 
at Jerusalem, is not to us a cause of wonder. Re- 
lllcmber how ingrained was the prejudice that must 
be removed before the requirement of circumcision 


1 Gal. ii. 16-21. 


, 
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could be dispensed with! And how inveterate was 
the obstinacy of the pharisaical Jew, who had been so 
trained as hardly to distinguish between the 1110ral 
and cereulonial precept, in respect either to sacrednesR 
or perpetuity, and who had accepted the )Iessiah, 
having no thought that the law or any portion of it 
was to pass away! .A.nel the rapid spread of Gentilt-' 
Christianity, a fact which threatened to red ucc 
ultimately the party of the ritual to a hopeless minori- 
ty, would naturally rouse thenl to adhere 11101'C 
zealously to their position, and to put forth fresh 
efforts to obtain for it a tritunph. 


The ohjections of Baur to the narrative of Luke 
disappear in the light of the preceding review. As 
to Peter, the fellowship he extended to Paul (Gal. ii. 
9), and his liberality in reference to the Gentile Chris- 
tians at Antioch-with the exception of the temporary 
infidelity to his real convictions-were the proper 
sequel of his vision in the case of Cornelius. rrhere 
is nothing in reter's course, which throws tbe least 
doubt upon the record of that evont. "7 e 11Ulst sup- 
pose, indeed, that in the interval of ahout fifteen years, 
hetween the affair of Cornelius and the apostolic 
("oBvention, the juclaizil1g spirit had grown stronger, 
rather than weaker, in the J ernsalcm church. rrhi
 
was natural. Pharisees (Acts xv. :J) had become 
convinced of the 
Iessiahship of J esns, and had 
hronght into the church their zeal in behalf of a strict 
16 


. 
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adherence to the l\Iosaic ritual. And we have only 
to in:agine the situation of that church, to perceive 
the difficulties that beset this whole subject. 'fhe 
Jewish Christians themselves kept up the observance 
of the old forms. 'l'hey frequented the temple, like 
other devout Israelites. That the!! should give up the 
ceremonial law had not been claimed or suggested. 
As patriotic Jews, they could not break a way from 
the national customs. ,But a religious motive bound 
them to the old observances until these should be 
repealed, or until they should' discern that the gospel 
had virhwlly supplanted them. Luther's doctrine 
of justification carried with it logically the abolition 
of a great part of the existing ritual of the church. 
But it was only by degrees that tIle 'Vittenberg 
refOrlllerS felt the incongruity, and shook themselves 
clear, so to speak, of forms whose vitality was gone. 
And yet these forms were of 111erely human institution. 
But if the Jewish Christians would observe the law, 
how could they break over it in their intercourse with 
the Gentiles? IIow should they adjust their relations 
to the heathen converts? 'rhe state of things, as we 
gather it frOlll Luke, is just what we should expect to 
result frOlll this anomalous situation. On the one 
hand, there is rejoicing in the lTIother-church at the 
conversion of the Gentiles. It is seen that they have 
become recipients of the Spirit. There is a thankfu1 
acknowledgment of them as fellow-believers. Yet 
the question of freely mingling with them-of treating 



REFUTATIO
 OF BAUR. 


243 


then1 in all rcspects as Jewish brethren were treated- 
was encumbered with the difficulties we have n1en- 
tioned. A bigoted but influential faction strenuously 
contended against the lawfulness of eating with 
heathen converts, and sought to impose on them 
circumcision and the other points of the ritual. The 
apostles, and the church acting as a body, refused 
this last demand, and shook hands with Paul, the 
determined defender of the rights of the Gentiles. 
Peter, enlightencd by the teaching of the Spirit, could 
not refuse to eat with his Gentile brethre
1; yet 
yielded for a time at Antioch to the pressure of 
judaizing opinion. The affair of Cornelius, if it 
., 
excited discontent at Jerusalem, and had no perma- 
ncnt effect on the judaizing element. ,vbich rather 
grew than declined in strength, left a lasting impres- 
sion on his Inind, and led him at the apostolic con- 
vention to take the side of the Gentiles. l 
It is easy to understand, we observe further, hm" 
therc might be many who had no sympathy with the 
Juùaizers in their requirement that the heathen cou- 
vcrt should be circumcised, but were still unprepared 
for that degree of liberality in intercourse with their 
Gentile brethren which Peter had exhibitcd at 


I For good remarks on the topics touched upon in the parngrnph 
aùove, see Ewald's Ges. d. Volkea Israel, B. vi. s. 226 soq., 426 seq. 
We may add that the narrn.tive of the conversion of Cornelius ill the 
Acts is full of graphic details. Persons, places, and times, are 
exactly de:>ignatctl. If it be a fiction, it is fill example of tbe " lie 
circumstantial. " 
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Antioch. 'Ye have among us a l1UnlerOUS and re- 
spectable body of Christians-a friend has suggested 
the illustration-who believe that baptislll is an essen- 
tial prerequisite of conul1union, and that imlllcrsion 
alone is baptisll1; who, therefore, decline to sit at the 
Lord's table with those whom they cordially love as 
fellow -Christians, and whose labors in spreading the 
gospel they look upon with heartfelt sympathy. The 
Baptist does not deny the l1alne of Christian brother 
to those from whom he is obliged to withhold certain 
forms of fellowship. So it was, we doubt not, wit.h 
many Jewish Christians. l , 
As concerns Paul, the narratiye of Luke is equally 
.. 
relieved of difficulties. That Paul, in Galatians ii., 
does not n1e
tion the public conference, which Luke 
describes, is easily explained. It was no part of his 
purpose to give a complete history of the proceedings 
at Jerusalenl. The particular point to which his 
luind was directed, was, his relation to the other apos- 
tles. Had the public transaction Inodified, in any 
essential particular, the result of his private interview 
with them, he Inight have been called upon to speak 
of it. Such, however, ,vas not the fart. He could 
conscientiously say that nothing was added-ouo';)1 
;'f(!oo(tl l ith:vro-to his gospel. The conclusions of 
the convention, founded as they were on a desire to 


1 It hardly need be said that we imply here no judgment as to 
the justice or injustice of the !)osition which the Bnptist tnkes. The 
i1l11
trãtion is pertinent, whether be be right or wrong. 
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put no needless obstruction in the way of the spread 
of the gospel among the Jews, and accompanied by 
an express acknowledgment of the rightful exemption 
of the Gentiles frolll the yoke of the law, wcre fully 
consistent with Paul's position. But if Patù was not 
called upon to allude, in Gal. ii., to the public pro- 
ceeding on thc occasion of his visit to Jerusalem, the 
purpose he had in ,iew rendered it inappropriate that 
he should do so. His immcdiate purpose was to 
guard against the impression that he stood, in any 
sense, in a subordinate position with reference to the 
other apostles. An allusion to the arrangement of 
the convention might have furnished his enenÚes with 
a pretext for the unfounded charge of a dependence 
on his part upon" the pillars" at Jerusalem. 
It is objectcd to Luke's narrative of the conyen- 
tion, that the decision which is said to llaye been 
made there wOlùd infallibly llaye been referred to by 
Paul in 1 Cor. viii., where the. Inatter of eating flesh 
offered to idols is considered. In answer to this 
ohjection, we remark that the apostle in this passage 
docs oppose? the practice referred to, and on the same 
!/clzcral ground as that assigned in the Jerusalem 
letter; namely, a regard for those who thought the 
practice wrong (comp. Acts xv. 21 and 1 Cor. viii. 
U scq.). lIis aim was to instil a right feeling into 
the minds of the Corinthians, and to inculcate a 
principle on which they cOlùd act intcllig-ently. All 
appeal to authority-or what would be taken for 
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authority-would have defeated t.his design. Besides, 
it was not the danger of giving needless offence to 
the Jews, but it was the consciences of weak Gentile 
brethren which Paul had to consider. 1\loreoyer, the 
arrangement at the conference applied to the churches 
of Syria and Cilicia, in particular to Antioch and to 
the dissension that had broken out there. After 
Gentile Christianity had become widely prevalent, 
after Paul had fully entered, as an independent 
laborer, into his own peculiar field, and when, espe- 
cially, the Jewish Christians (of the Judaizing type) 
kept up their lllischievous efforts to deprive the 
Gentiles of their liberty, it may well be assumed that 
the arrangement in question, based, as it was, on a 
prudential consideration, had become obsolete. It 
had been n1ade to llleet an enlergency. 1Vhen Paul 
had founded numcrous churches, and churches, too, 
made up chiefly of Gentile converts, that recommen- 
dation, adopted for the sake of sparing the feelings 
of the Jews and of preventing the inference that the 
Gentiles wcre enemies of the Old Testament religion, 
wotùd cease to have any validity. It had no resem- 
blance to t he decree of a later council. It was a 
fraternal reconunenda.tion sent to Antioch, through 
Silas and Judas Barsabas (Acts xv. 22), the suhstance 
of it being also put into a letter which they carried. 
rrhere was not a judicial proceeding, but a consulta- 
tion of brethren. l They did not C0111e together to 


1 See, on this subject, Xe::mùer's Pflanz. '11. LeU. d. Kirc71c, B. I., 
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give law to the Church, but to quiet a pal'ticlùar 
disturbance. 


'Ye are now prepared to consider the question of 
the genuineness of the Acts. If we have shown that 
the representation which is there given of the respec- 
tive positions of Paul and Peter, and of the 111utual 
relations of the Jewish and Gentile Christians, is Iwi 
discordant either \vith the statements of PauloI' with 
the probabilities in the case, we have destroyed tbe 
sole argument of any weight against the genuineness 
of the book. For on this imaginary discordance the 
objection to tbe early composition of the Acts is 
founded. But, in our judgment, the genuineness of 
this book can be fully established, and the attack 
which has been made upon it shown to be groundless. 
1. rrhe testimony of the author, direct and inci- 
dental, when we considcr the form in which it i:; 
giyen, is a strong proof of the genuineness of thc 
book, and in the absence of counteracting evidcnce, 
a convincing proof. 
'Ve assumc, what is now a concedcd fact, that 
the third Gospel and the 
\.cts ha\'e the same author. 
Independcntly of thc evidence afforded by thc preface 
to the 
\.cts, the resemblance of the two books in 
language and style is conclusive. Now the third 
Gospel purports to be written by one personally 


8.422 seq., LekebtBC'l\, 
. 314 seq., Bleek's Binl. in d. 
V. T.. 8.371 
seq., Mcyer, Gal. Eilll. 
 3, ..1postc'!}csddr/tfe, !'. 280. 
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acquainted with the apostles. He records what he 
had received frOlll "eyewitnesses and ministers of the 
word" (Luke i. 2). The Acts, adùressed to the same 
'fheophilus, and referring in its preface back to the 
Gospel, is the s
quel of the latter work. The author 
of the .Acts, therefore, claims to be an acquaintance 
of the apostles. And we 111ay observe-though the 
remark n1Íght properly be made a special topic of 
eyidence-that, since all the proof of the early date 
of the Gospel tends equally to establish the early date 
of the Acts, and since we have internal proof that the 
Gospel was written not later than about the date of 
the destruction of J ernsalem, the genuineness of the 
Acts is a necessary inference. Proying that Luke 
wrote the Gospel, we have proved that he "'rote the 
Acts also. And the phraseology in the prologue of the 
Gospel oùliges us to suppose either that the writer 
is a conscientious and ,veIl-informed historian, or con- 
sciously and basely false. He declares that he writes 
in order that'rheophilus n1ay be assured of the cerlaÙl- 
'!J, the unassailable reality-nìv C;Û({c;}.Hav-of the 
truths of Christianity in which he had been instructed. 
But not to dwell on the connection of the Gospel with 
the Acts, and considering this last book by itself, we 
are happily provided with an incidental testimony 
of the most convincing cll:1facter. 'Ve allude to the 
passages in which the writer speaks in the first person 
plural, thus including himself among the participants 
in the eyents he records. 'fhis use of the "we ,. 
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begins n ith Paul's le
l\-ing Troas (xvi. 11), and con- 
tinues in the account of his stay at Philippi. It is 
resun1ed on the return of Paul to Philippi (xx. 5-15) 
-thus raising the presumption that the author of 
these passages had in the interval tarried at that 
place. The remaining passages in which this pecu- 
liarity appcars, are xxi. 1-18, xxvii. I-xxviii. 17. 
N ow, what is the explanation of this phenomenon? 
Only two hypotheses are open to discussion among 
thosc who ascribe the book to Luke. The first is the 
old, gcncrally received, and, as we think, well sus- 
tained view that Luke was himself, in these places, 
thc attcndant of Paul. 'fhe second is the hypothesis 
of Schleiermacher, variously modified by other writers, 
that Luke here introduces, without fOfll1al 110tiee, 
a document emanating, as they commonly snppose, 
from Timothy, or, as some havc thonght, from Silns. 
This last fortH of the hypothesis, that Silas wrote the 
passages in question, is supported by no argument 
worthy of attention, and is fully refuted hy the cir. 
cUlllsÌfmee that in conncction with at least one of the 
passages (see 
\.cts x\"Í. 1 U-23), Silas is mentioned in 
the third person. But the theory that 'fimothy is the 
author of these passages, though adopted by so aùle 
and candid a writer as Bleck, lJas becn, as we believc, 
cffectually disproved.! This theory does not, to he 


1 The examination of the "Timothy-hypothesis" by Lekcbusch 
(s. 140-1(7), is one of the finest parts of his excellent tr('nti
e. We 
present the more pmminent considerations bearing on the topic. 
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sure, shake the general credibility of the book, or the 
fact of its being composed by Luke. But how stands 
the evidence in l'egard to it? \Ve read (in Acts xx. 
4, 5): "And there accompanied him [Paul] into 
Asia, Sopater of Berea; and of the Thessalonians, 
Aristarchus and Secundus; and Gaius of Derby, 
and l
.?Jlothells; and of Asia, Tychicus and Trophimus. 
17tese going before tarried for ltS at Troas." If, under 
the tenn "these," all who are named before are 
referred to-which is the most natural interpretation 1 
-the so-called rrimothy-hypothesis faUs to the ground. 
In connection with this piece of evidence, it deserves 
remark that the absence of all detail-the summary 
style of the narrative-in passages directly connected 
with those under consideration, and covering a portion 
of Paul's career in which Tinlothy bore an equal part, 
is against the supposition that Luke had at his com- 
ll1and a diary of this apostolic helper. But the 
decisive argument against the Schleiermacherian hypo- 
thesis, is the wrong view of the general structure and 
character of the book which that theory implies. 
'Vere it truc that the book presents the appearance 
of being a compilation of documents imperfectly fused 
together-left in a good degree in their original state 
-it n1Îght not unreasonably be assumccl that the 
author had taken up a docu111ent from al1other'
 pcn, 
without taking care to alter the pronominal feature 
which we are discussing. This idea of the book was 


1 See :Meyer, ad loco 
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a part of Schleiernlacher's theory. But a more 
thorough examination of the .Acts has made it dear 
that, from whatever sources the author draws his 
information, it is one production, coherent in plan; 
its different parts connected by references forward and 
hackward; uniform in style; and flowing frOln a 
single pen. If Luke took up into his work a docu- 
ment of Timothy, he could not have given it the com- 
pletc harmony with his own style which it exhibits, 
without changing its fOrIn and phra
eology to such an 
p,rtent as renders it Ù}lJ)o
siblc to SltpjJ08C thc 'refclltioll 
of thc "iCe" to be artlcss or aeeÙlcntal. l\Icl110randa 
of TinlOthy, if Luke had such, were rcwrittcN by him; 
but this leaves the retaining of thc "wc," with no 
rxplanation, an insoluble fact. \Ye infcr, then, with 
confidence, that Luke, in these passagcs, jJrofesscs to 
spcak in his own pcrson. l This fact Zcller and the 
other Ti"Lhingen critics admit; and their conclusion is, 
that whilst the author of the Acts, writing in the 
second century, used a previously writtcn document, 
he intentionally lcft the" we" as it stood-although 
the documcnt in othcr parts tras Inatcl'ially wrought 


I Thcre rcmaing, to be surf', the unanswereù question, why Luke 
does not more expressly state the fact of his joining Paul, but leayeH 
it to Le gathered from this use of the pronoun. But this <1ifficuIty 
is, to say the least, not greater tllan the difficulty of supposing him 
to introduce a document of this sort without notice anù without 
altering the pronominal form. The book WtlS written for a private 
inùi\ idual. Uf the circumstances of Lukc's companionship with 
Paul, Theophilus may 11a\'c known something before. 
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over by him-in order to produce the false impression 
that he was the contemporary and associate of Paul [ 
ffhis refined fraud is attributed, and it is thought 
necessary to attribute, to the author of the Acts! But 
if we are not prepared to adopt this theory, we have 
no alternative but to accept the testilnony of the 
author concerning hiInself; that is, to ascribe his work 
to a contemporary and companion of the apostles. 
2. The assumption that the book of Acts is spn- 
rious, and its contents in great part fictitious, is irre- 
concilable with the moral spirit that characterizes the 
work. The preslllnption adverse to Baur's theory, 
which is raised by the author's O"\vn testimony re- 
specting himself, is confirmed by the moral tone of 
the book. It is true that every well-lueaning book 
is not thereby proved to come from the writer from 
whom it pretends to emanate. Nor 'would we contend 
that the ideas of antiquity, and of Jewish antiquity in 
particular, in regard to this matter of authorship 
accorded in all respects with the ethical feeling of a 
modern day. 1 Apocryphal and other ancient works 
are extant, which bore the name of SOlne revered 
person of an earlier time, and which, notwithstanding 
this groundless pretension, were designed to promote 
the cause of religion. But an elaborate outlay of 
cunning for the purpose of creating a false impression 
in respect to the real author of a book, especially 
when the motive is to promote the interests of a party, 


I This Lckebusch frankly allo" s. 
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deserves reprobation, whether the book be ancient or 
recent. An effort of this kind must always haye been 
considered a piece of knavery. 'Yhere there is plainly 
discovered an earnest regard for the law of yeracity, 
we are cut off from supposing anything like a pious 
fraud. In this case, we HUlst give credit to the testi- 
mony which the book itself offers respecting its author. 
.Much more are we precluded, in that case, fr0111 
considering a large part of the narrative a deliberate 
fiction. Now there is lnanifest throughout the book 
of Acts a penetrating discernment of the sacredncss 
of truth and the obligation of yeracity. He who set 
down the record of tbe sin and punishnlCnt of Ananias 
aud Sapphira was incapable of palming off, as a 
veritable history of the apostles and of the manner in 
which they were guided by the IIoly Spirit, a series 
of fictitious stories invented by hÏlnsclf. Dropping 
for the moment the question of the gencral verity of 
the narrative, let us observe the amount of duplicity 
which the abovc-described theory of Zeller imputes to 
the author of the Acts. The retention of the "lre" 
in a document which he has recast and recomposed- 
a ret;utioll deliberatcly resolved upon, we are told, 
for the sake of deceiving the reader into the belief 
that the author liyed long before-is certainly equiva- 
lent, in a 1110ral point of \'iew, to the iNsertion of this 
pronoun by the writer for the same eud. 1 If the 
author, writing, it is supposed, in the second ccntury, 
I See Lekcùusch. 
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were charged with inserting this word, here and there, 
in his own composition, the duplicity would not be 
worse. IIow foreign this refined method of self- 
advertisement is frOlTI the universal habit of apocryphal 
writers, who are apt to blazon their assumed names 
on the front of their works, will strike all who are 
acquainted with this species of literature. A writer 
capable of such a trick as is charged upon the author 
of the Acts, would almost infallibly have introduced 
the passages which contain the "we" with an explicit 
declaration that here he joinecl Paul, or became a 
participant in the events that follow. But the partic- 
ular point on wbich we now insist is the incompati- 
bility of such detestable deceit with the pure and 
truthful air of the historian, and his recognition of the 
law of veracity. 
3. An irrefragable argument for the genuineness 
and credibility of Acts is afforded by the relation in 
which it stands to the Pauline Epistles. 
The coincidences and diversities are each an im- 
pressive proof of the con-ectness of the old and ac- 
cepted view concerning the book. As to the former, 
the peculiarity of them, as Paley, in the Horæ Paulinee, 
has very ingeniously shown, is that they are unde- 
signed. There are such conespondences with the 
data furnished by the Epistles as could not have been 
contrived, for they can only be detected by searching. 
'l
he omissions in the Acts are an equally remarkable 
feature. We learn from the Epistles various facts of 
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importance respecting Paul, which a writer of the 
second century would certainly have worked into a 
history or historical romance in which the Apostle was 
to figure so prOlninently. Thus, for examIJle, we have 
no notice in the Acts of the sojourn of Paul in Aral)ia, 
shortly after his conversion, which he himself mentions 
(Gal. i. 17). Luke describes him as preaching in 
Damascus, and, "after that lllal1Y days were flùfilled," 
as flying frOlll the machinations of the Jews to J erusa- 
leln. }'or aught that appears, the author of the Acts 
is ignorant of the fact of his visiting Arabia. But a 
latcr writer, with the Epistle to the Galatians in his 
hand, would not 1lave failcd to show, at least, his 
knmdedge of an event so distinctly stated by the 
Apostle himself. The three shipwrecks, and most of 
the other hardships which Paul had endured (2 Cor. 
xi. 2 t seq.), are not mentioncd in the Acts. l And if 
we look at what is actually narrated by Luke, although 
EmIr's thcory of an inconsistency betweell the general 
representations of the Acts and the Epistles is false, 
yet the former shows itself an independent narrative. 
I t is not built up on the hasis of infon-nation dcriyed 
from the writings of Paul. Thesc are not made use 
of in its composition. N ow, this fact dClnonstrates 
thc early date of the Acts. 
upposc that a Gentile 
Christian of the second century had concciyed the plan 
of writing a work for thc purpose which Baur attrib- 


I The sllÍpwreck recorded in the Acts was subsequent to tbe 
writing of this Epistle. 
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utes to the author of this book: his very first act 
would have been to resort to the Epistles for the 
materials out of which to construct his work. Con- 
scious that a comparison of his production with these 
well-known documents would be inevitable, he would 
guard against the semblance of contradiction. He 
would seek throughout to doyetail his work with the 
authentic records of the apostolic age. Hence, in 
laboring to swell their list of discrepancies between the 
Acts and Pau1, the TÜbingen critics are unconsciously 
heating down their myn theory. 
4<. Bmu's theory is not sustained, but is over- 
thrown, by a canùid view of the contents of the Acts. 
Lekebusch has shown that the alleged parallelism in 
the career of Peter and of Paul is chiefly in the 
imagination of the critics, and that the differences in 
their respective deeds and fortunes are vastly more 
llunlerous and more conspicuous than the points of 
resemblance. In truth, there are no such resem- 
blances which are not accidental and to be expected 
in the case of the two leading apostles, both of whom 
were engaged in the SaIne work and exposed to like 
perils. That, in the Acts, Paul is said to have ad- 
dressed himself, in the places he yisited, first to the 
.r ews and tllen to the heathen, rather confirms than 
weakens the authority of Luke; for such was unques- 
tionably the historical fact. An opposite course would 
have been in the highest degree unnatural. The 
ßospel was a 1Heans of salvation H to the Jew first, 
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and also to the Greek" (Ronl. i. 16); and if Paul 
was the Apostle to the Gentiles, this meant simply that 
his field of labor was in Gentile countries. But there 
are passages in the Acts which a ,,-riteI' llaving the 
end in yiew which Balu' imputes to the author of the 
book would neyer have admitted. lIe is, by the 
supposition, a Pauline Christian, and designs to make 
it appear that Paul was a recognized apostle, on a 
footing of perfect equality with the original disciples. 
Yet he begins, in the very first chapter, by describing 
the choice of an apostle, at the instance of Peter, to 
fill up the numbcr of the twclYe. lIe lllust be, said 
Peter, one who " has companied with us " through the 
whole life of Christ, from the baptism of John, and be 
ordaincd " to be a witness with us of his resurrcction " 
(Acts i. 21, 22). In treating of the Apocalypse, 
Baur-without reason, as we think-regards the allu- 
sions to "the tweh'e" apostles as an indirect thrust 
at the Apostle Paul, and a sign of thc Judaizing char- 
acter of the book. Yet here we have a Pauline Chris- 
tian falling into a similar style! A partisan of Paul, 
inyenting history for the purpose of cxalting his equal 
apostolic claims, it is safc to say, would never haye 
introduced the passage in question. 
But let us turn to the narratirc of thc last visit 
of thc ..tpostle Paul to Jerusalem-that visit which 
was so important in its results, and is so fully de- 
scribcd hy the author of the Acts. It is one }nain 
design, they say, of this author to cxtcnuatc and hide 
17 
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frOln view the mutual opposition of the two branches 
of the Church, and to produce the impression that the 
hody of Jewish Christians agree on the ritual question 
with Pmù. Now, what do we find in the 11lidst of 
this very passage in which Paul is brought into con- 
tact with the church at J erusalen1 and the Jewish 
Christians who thronged the city? 'Yhy, J anles and 
the elders at J enlsalmll are reported as saying to 
Paul: "Thou seest, brother, how maJl!! thousands"- 
literally myriads, pV(jlávl:;-" of Jews there are which 
believe; and they are all zealous of the laze
." and 
they were all jealous of Palù on account of the informa- 
tion they had received that he was in the habit of 
dissuading Jews frOlll observing the l\'[osaic law and 
circumcising their children. That is, a writer, who is 
inventing and altering history for the purpose of 
hiding a fact, gives to that fact a conspicuous place in 
his narrative! Baur has no other solution than the 
remark that the writer here "forgets the rôle he is 
playing." But the answer is, that supposing so 
shrewd a writer as he is represented to be, to forget 
all!pchere the design he had in view, he could not 
forget it in the crisis of the whole history, wIlen Paul 
nlCt the Jewish-Christian Church for the last time, and 
when this very point of the authority of the ritual, and 
the views and feelings of the Jewish believers, is the 
theme of the narrative. l 


1 BanI" more than insinuutcs thut the Jewish Christians took 
part In this yiulent attack upon Puul, and that Luke is at pains to 
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'Ye hare adrertecl above to the umnner in wl1ich 
the author of the Acts bcgins his work. Not less 
incompatible with the TÜbingen theory is the llmnner 
in which hc concludes. The reader l1lust bear in 
mind that, according to BanI' and Zeller, a main aÏ1n 
of the writer is to represent the Apostle in a friendly 
attitude towards his J e\vish countrymen. A Gcntile 
Christian holds out the olive-branch to the Jew. But 
how ends this "reconciling" and "pacifying" pro- 
duction? It winds up with a dcnunciation fr0111 Paul 
against the unbelief of the Jews, in which, using the 
stern words of the prophet Isaiah, he charges upon 
then1 a judicial blindness, and adds: "Be it known 
therefore unto you, that the salvation of God is sellt 
uuto the Gentiles, and that the!! 'will hear it." 'l'hat 
is, the divine rejection of the Jews and choice of the 
Gentiles is the last word fr01n Paul which the reader 
hears! IIow would that sound in the ear of the 
zealous JudaizeI' whOln this book was to conciliate, 
and win to the esteeln of Pmù and oÎ his type of 
doctrine? Is it not plain that the "tendency" 
nscrilJed to this work is read into it by the critics? 
Their interpretation is not drawn from an unprejudiced 
examination of the contents of the book, which are 
flatly inconsistent with it, but from the dcmands of a 


8Ul'press the ftlct. If we are to believe Ruu., then, tbe same writer 
who so flagrantly "forgets his part" 3S to male mention of the zeal 
of "many thousanl1s " of believers for the law, recovers his memory 
so fully a,.; to falsify in the Yery ne;,.t breath! 
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preconceived, and, we believe, unfounded historical 
theory of their own contriving. 
The neglect of the writer to avail himself of the 
nlost natural means of promoting his alleged purpose, 
is, also, a proof that this purpose belongs only to the 
critic's brain. A single example of this negligence, un- 
accountable on Baur's theory of the design of the book, 
is the on1Ïssion of the writer to bring Paul and Peter 
together in Rome, \vhere, according to a belief then 
current, they both perished as Inart)TS in the N eronian 
persecution. l 'Vhat would the writer of an irenical 
fiction lay hold of so soon, as the supposed conjunction 
of the two apostles in the capital of the world, and 
their conUTIon fate? IIow easily lTIight a tale be spun 
out of this nleeting of the leaders of the two branches 
of the Churcll, which would effectually promote the 
author's plan r Yet the book closes abruptly-the 
author seen1Îng at last to hasten to the conclusion 
-with no mention of Peter's -visit to Rome, con- 
nection with the Gentile capital, or interview with 
Pa uI. 
5. The unfitness of such a work as the book of 
Acts to secure the end for which, according to BanI", 


1 For proof that the report of Peter having suffered martyrdom 
fit TIome i5 met with prior to the date assigneù by the Tübingen 
critics to the Acts, see Gieseler"s Church IIÙJto1'Y, B. I. s. 27, N. G. 
III truth, there is no sufficient reason for ùisbelieving the tradition 
so early and widely current. For a fun examination of the point, 
s.?e Dr. Schaff's .lIistory of the .Apostolic Chu1'ch, p. 372 seq. Seo 
also Bleek's Einl., s. 503. 
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it was composed, stands in the way of the acceptance 
of his theory. 
11ere, if we are to believe the TÜbingen critics, 
was a great division in the Church. Jewish Christians, 
on the one haud, following the doctrine of Peter, re- 
quired circumcision and a compliance with the ritual 
as a condition of fellowship with the Gentile Christians. 
The latter, on the contrary, fol1owing the authority of 
Paul, as decidedly refused to yield to this demand. 
Efforts are at length nlade from different sides to bring 
about an accol1llllodation. And this writer COll1pOSeS 
an historical romance for the purpose of spreading 
such a conception of the apostolic history as shall 
rcmove, especially, the Jewish-Christian prej lldice 
against comn1union with the heathen believers. To 
this end he represents Peter as tolerating the Gentiles 
in their uncircumrision, as taking part in the rccep- 
tion of Cornelius into the Church, and as resisting the 
imposition of the yoke of ritual observances upon the 
Gentiles. But how wOlùd the judaizing party relish 
this representation of their great Apostle? 'V ere 
they so little wedded to thcir principles as to abandon 
thcl1l the moment they ,,"ere told by SOllIe writer, pre- 
tcnding to be an associate of Paul, that their vie\\
s 
relati\'e to the course taken by Petcr and in respect 
to his doctrine were contrary to the truth? IIad they 
only to be told, in a hook falsely purporting to come 
from a Pauline Christian of a former day, that Peter 
really fraternized with })aul and was in favor of the 
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Ï1nlTIunity of the Gentile cònverts? And similar 
inquiries are pertinent when we consider how such a 
work would be received by the followers of Paul. If 
this great 
\.postle had, in truth, forbidden circumcision 
altogether, as the Baur school pretend, and if his 
disciples were rooted in their attachment to his 
principles, as they were certainly familiar with his 
"Titings, how would they be satisfied with the narra- 
tive of the circumcision of Till10thy and the other 
examples of conformity to the law, recorded in the 
Acts? '\V olùd they not have spurned this lnisrepre- 
sentation of the principles and conduct of their great 
leader, and made their appeal to the very passages in 
his Epistles on which the TÜbingen critics found their 
thesis as to his real position? It is unaccountable 
that a work which flies in the face of the cherished 
opinions and traditions of the two rival parties, should 
pass uncontradicted, and even contribute to secure 
a most in1portant change in the platforms on which 
they respectively stand. Yet this unknown writer in 
the first quarter of the second century, audaciously 
perverting the facts of history and adding incidents 
which sprung frOlll his own invention, succeeded, if 
we are to belie,'e the Tübingen critics, in this unex- 
mnpled imposture. rro this extent do these critics 
task our credulity. 
To what desperate shifts the TÜ.bingell critics are 
driven, in their effort to read into the Acts a deep-laid 
plot which has no existence outside of their own 
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SUSpICIOUS fancy, nlay be seen from one or two exam- 
ples. Luke records a contention between Paul and 
Barnabas which led to their separation frOll1 each 
other. '\Vill it be belie,"ed that he is charged by Baur 
with 111aking this record of a conlparatively "unim- 
portant" dispute, in order to divert the thoughts of 
his readers fronl the nlore serious quanel with Peter, 
which he is desirous of covering up? As if his 
readers, with the Epistle to the Galatians in their 
hand, could be kept in ignorance of this dispute with 
Peter I As if the allusion to one conflict could sup- 
press the recollection of another I 'Vhy, as Lekebusch 
inquires, should he not rather pass over in silence the 
minor quarrel also, provided his aim were such as 
BanI' imagines? The earlier prOIninent record of the 
friendship of Paul with Barnabas, that "distinguished 
and meritorious lnember of the Jerusalem church," 
is attributed to the apologetic or conciliatory design 
of the author of the _\.cts. Y ct the same author now 
describes a sharp controversy betwecn thenl I The 
simple truth is, that the conflict with Barnabas is 
mentioned because it had an influcnce on the history 
of the n1Ìssions to the Gentiles and of the spread of 
Christianity anlOng thcm, which it is thc lcading pur- 
po!;e of Luke to narrate. The controversy with Peter 
had no such influence. It Was mcrely an exmnple of 
the inconsistency of Peter, \vhich Luke, if he was 
informeù of it, had no occasion to record.! 


1 Soe Lekeuu5ch, s. 303. 



264 PARTIES IN THE APOSTOLIC CHURCH. 


Another illustration of that strange, 1110i'bid sus- 
picion ,yhich is a prime quality of the rrübingen 
criticism, is the charge that the journey of Paul to 
Jerusaleu1 (Acts xi.), which the Apostle in Gal. ii. does 
not mention, was invented by Luke for the purpose 
of bringing Paul as often as possible into intercourse 
with the J erusaleul apostles 1 N ow if ,ve look at 
Luke's narrative, we find that all be says of that 
journey is in one verse (v. 30): "and they sent it 
[a contribution for the poor] to the elders by the hands 
of Barnabas and Sau1." If Luke had the purpose of 
which he is accused, why should he confine hims
lf to 
a bare mention of the fact of the jOluney ? 'V ould he 
not infallibly have given details of the interview? 
VV ould he not, at least, have stated that Paul Inet the 
other apostles and conferred ,,,ith them? 'V ould he, 
as he does, 111ake it known that Peter, the J ewish- 
Christian leader, was at that time in prison, so that 
he and Paul could not have Inet? Luke describes, 
with some detail, the occasion of the contribution. 
Agabus, one of the prophets who had come from 
.J erusalem, predicted a dearth, and the Antioch Chris- 
tians accordingly determined to send relief to their 
brethren in J udea. 'Ve are required, then, to suppose 
that Luke took pains to invent all this to serve as a 
preface to the bare, solitary remark that Salù was sent 
to Jerusalem with the Inoney. This, says Lekebusch, 
is to makc Luke build up 1110untains that a mouse 
n1ay come forth. 'Ve haye no warrant for supposing 
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tbat Paul intended to record in Galatians all the visits 
he llad lllade to J erusalem. 1 In fact, we do not know 
that on the occasion referred to by Luke, in Acts xi., 
Paul entered Jerusalem. lIe was indeed sent with 
Silas, but, as Luke says nothing further, it is not 
improbable that he was prevented, for some reason, 
fron1 going so far as the city. In any event, the 
treatment of this topic by Baur and his fo11owers is a 
fair example of that hyper-criticism ,vhich finds an 
occult, and generally a bad, lllOtiye underneath the 
simplest historical statement. 
rrhe historical discrepancies alleged to exist be- 
tween Luke and the other authorities, whether sacred 
or secular-which discrepancies, were they made out, 
cannot be shown to imply any design, any tendency, 
0n the part of the author-afford no help to the 
TÜbingen cause. 
rhe consideration of them, in case 
tIle suhject of inquiry were the nature and extent and 
the proper f0f111Ula of illS}Jiratioll, would be pertinent; 
but admitting them to be insoluble, they are not suffi- 
cient to affect the general credibilit!/ of the historian, 
which is the question under discussion. Take, for 
example, the reference to Theudas (Acts v. 36), and 
suppose him to be the same Theudas "holll .T osephus 
refers to (Alltiq. xx. 5, I), and that Luke is therefore 
guilty of an anachronism; or, suppose an error in the 
reference in the Gospel to a taxing under Cyrenius 


1 miX,,, (again, another time), not ckúupov, is the worù he uses 
(v. 1). 
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(Luke ii. I), and that the cause which drew Joseph 
and the 1110ther of Jesus to Bethlehem is n1Ïstakenly 
given-that their visit to Bethlehen1 was occasioued 
by some other tax, and that Luke's chronology on this 
point is at fault: would his general credibility as a 
historian be Í1npaired? If so, there is no secular 
historian who does not fall under a like condemnation. 
There was a traditional belief that l\Iartin Luther was 
born during a visit of his mother to a fair in Eisleben. 
The statement is found in so good an authority as 
Seckelldorf, who doubtless derived it frOll1 what he 
considered an authentic source; and after him it is 
found in a multitude of writers. It is now known, 
however, that the parents of Luther had removed 
their abode to Eisleben before the birth of Luther, and 
that no fair was held in the place at that tÍlne ! Shall 
the former historians of Luther be for this reason con- 
victed of carelessness or wilful falsification? Or will it 
be denied, on account of their discrepancy wit.h later 
biographies, that Luther was born in Eisleben? This 
would be parallel to the course taken by Strauss and 
his friends, even if the chronological difficulty in Luke 
were proved to be insoluble. l\Iacaulay attributes the 
epithet Silent, attached to the name of 1Villimn, the 
founder of the Dutch COl1ul1ol1wealth, to his taciturn 
habit;1 although the truth is that he had no such habit, 
and acquired this title from his prudent reticence on a 
single occasion. The smne historian probably con- 
I Macaulay's Life of William Pitt, in the EncyclopacLlia Britannica. 
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founded 'Villi am Penn, a pardon-broker, ,vith 'Villiam 
Penn the Quaker. This 111ay, perhaps, suggest the 
possibility of there being more than one Theudas. 
But however this may be, who will charge the Eng- 
lish historian with being careless in his researches and 
ullinfoflned in the matters ,vhereof he writes? It Inay 
be said that in Luke the difficulty is enhanced by the 
occurrence of the reference to Theuùas in a speech of 
Gamaliel. But-on the supposition, again, that an 
error here were proved-is absolute êorrectness in the 
report of a public speech, and in all the llÍstorical 
references it lnay contain, so very cOIlllllon? Suppose 
that Gamaliel was known to have referred, ill his 
aùdress to the Sanhedrim, to various factions ,vhich 
had all proved to be short-lived, and that in the 
version of the speech which reached Luke, the name 
of Theudas had erroneously crept in, owing possibly 
to the circumstance that llis name was often linked, in 
common speech, with that of Judas of Galilee, whom 
Gamaliel had really nlentioned: we affirnl that analo- 
gous exaulples of inaccuracy can be found in the Inost 
approved and trustwortllY historians. These alleged 
discrepancies, and all others, should, each by itself, he 
TIlHlle the suhjcct of fair and searching invcstigation. 
But the apologist and the skeptic both err when the 
latter claims, and the fonner consents, to stake the 
credibility of the K ew 'rcstament, much 1110re the 
canse of snpernatural Christianity itself, upon the 
})Qssihility of harmonizing al1 lllinor diversities. To 
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the antagonist of revelation we say, Grant that it 
cannot be done; even grant that the sacreù historians 
stand in all respects upon a level with uninspired 
. writers of equal qualifications for ascertaining the 
truth and of equal integrity in cOllul1unicating it; yet 
you are as far as ever frOlll succeeding in your attack 
upon revelation. "\Vere it our purpose, in this Essay, 
to go beyond the special objections characteristic of 
the Tübingen school, we might dwell upon the num- 
berless allusions in the Acts to points of geography 
and history, to existing features of law and govern- 
ment, to customs and manners, lnost of which are 
incidental and such as only a contemporary writer 
could weave into a narrative. It is not too 111uch to 
say that the general correchwss of Luke in these 
Inallifold particulars has been positively established. 
1'he passnge, for example, relating to the voyage and 
shipwreck of St. Paul, has been subjected to a most 
thorough sèrutiny, and the pathway of the ship 
followed from point to point. rrhe result is a striking 
verification of Luke's narrative. I-Ie is shown to be, 
by this passage in his narrative, an observing and 
truthful writer.! 


I See Smith's Voyage and Sldp'lcreck of St. Paztl
. also the excel- 
lent Life of St. Paul by Conybeare and Howson. A beautiful 
instance of Luke's candor is Acts xxi. 29. Describing the rage of the 
fanatical Jews from A
ia, and their cry that Paul had intmduced 
Greeks into the temple, he adds, parenthetically: "For they had 
seen before with him in the city, Trophimus, an Ephesian, ullOm ilwy 
sllppJsed that Paul had brought into the temple." The effect of this 
remark of Luke is to paIliate their guilt in offering violence to Paul. 
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'J.1he speeches recorded by Luke in the Acts have 
been a favorite subject of skeptical attack. But the 
force of this attack is broken when it is conceùed that 
the language in which the speeches are presented, is, 
generally speaking, that of the historian. Smne of 
theni were not made in the Greek, but in another 
tongue; and in regard to the rcst, it lllUSt be in fair- 
ncss, and may be with safety, allowed that the form in 
which they arc rccorded is givcn them by Lukc. This 
accounts for their reselllblance in phraseology to the 
ordinary stJle of Luke's narratiye. Ancicnt historians, 
as all scholars know, ,vere in the habit of throwing 
into the direct form-the oratio direcfa-or the form 
of quotation, what a modern writer presents in fOfln as 
well as in fact in his own language. But ,,"hen we 
look at the contents of the speeches in the Acts, they 
are found to harmonize with the known characters of 
the various persons to whom they arc ascrilJcd, and 
with the circulnstances in which they were severally 
uttered. As an offset to tbe complaint that Paul's 
peculiar doctrine is Inissing frOln his speeches, and 
frolll the book generally, we lllny put the judglnellt of 
Luther that the principal purpose for which the book 
,,,as written was to "teach an Christendom the grcat 


They haù drawn ß false inference from seeing Trophimus with Paul 
in another place. With his usual felicity, Bengel points out the 
accorùanco of this circumstance of Paul's association with Trophimus. 
with the Apostle's character: "Paulus Trophimum nOlI introdnxit 
in tcmplum: neque enim tamen plane vitâyit Juùaeorum causa." 
Gnomon (Acts xxi. 29). 
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fundamental Christian doctrine" of justification by 
faith alone. 1 The reader bas only to recall such pas- 
sages as the direction giycn to the trembling jailer who 
inquired. '\That he should do to be saved, to be convinced 
of the groill1dless nature of this piece of criticism. 
The speeches of Paul have been Inade the subject 
of a special, instructive discussion frOln the pen of 
Tholuck. 2 The principal part of his article is taken 
up with a cOlllparison of the farewell address of tbe 
Apostle to the elders of Ephesus, at 1\Iiletus, with the 
writings of Palù-the purpose being to show the 
correspondence of that address with the Apostle's 
character and lllodes of thought. rrhat the reader 
lllay be enabled to follow out this investigation for 
himself, we furnish here a very brief outline of most 
of the points in the cOlllparison. The address is 
contained in the twentieth chapter of Acts. Paul's 
description of his pastoraJ fidelity (vs. 18-21), is 
sho\vn to harn10nize strikingly with allusions to the 
same topic in I Thess. ii. 10 and 2 Cor. yi. 3, '-1. It 
is the habit of Paul frequently to appeal to his own 
life and conduct, partly in answer to calumnies, and 
partly to excite other Christians to follow his example, 
as in 2 Cor. i. 12; I Cor. xi. I; Phil. iii.I5. The 
111ention of his tears, in the address (ver. 31), brings 
out a characteristic of Paul which is also discovered 
frOlll :2 Cor. ii. 4, where the Apostle says that he wrote 
to the Corinthians with "many tears." In each case 


1 Quoted in Lckeb., s. 235. " In the Stud. u. lÚ'it., 183fJ, II. 
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it is tears of love and of yearning oyer them for whose 
spiritual safety he is anxious. A little, yet striking 
mark of the authenticity of Luke's report is Paul's 
allusion (ver. 19) to what he had suffered at Ephesus 
from "the lying in wait of the Jews;" since in his 
narrative Luke had not 111entioned any such persecu- 
tion, but only the tumult raised by Delnetrius. Had 
the adùress been invented by Luke, there woulù 
almost certainly he in the narrative an explanatory 
passage. In Yer. 20, Paul reminds the elders of his 
preaching in private as well as in public; which falls 
in with L Thess. ii. II, and with his exhortation to 
Timothy (;2 'rill1. iv. 2) to preach "in season and out 
of season." lIis boldness in preaching and his free- 
dOln from the fear of man (ver. 27), are the same 
qualities to which he adverts in 2 Cor. iv. 2 and I 
Thess. ii. 4, profcssing in the last passage that he did 
not speak" as plcasing lllCn, but God which trieth our 
hearts." In vcr. 22, he anticipates persecution in 
J erusalel11; in Rom. xv. 31, he expresses the 
ame 
fear. I10w accordant is the Apostle's expression of 
the cheap estimate he puts upon life, if he might 
finish the ministry committed to hiln hy the Lord 
.Jesus (vcr. 2-1, to he compared with xxi. 13), "ith 
the expression of self-sacrifice in Phil. ii. 17, and of 
triumph in 2 'rill1. iv. 7 ! The presage of future 
dangers to the Clnuch (vs 20, 30) n1ay bc compared 
with 1 Tim. iv. 1, and is shown hy tlIp ]
pistle to the 
El)hesiaus to ha\'e been verified. The 
nmc diligcnce 
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and tenderness with which he had waI'ned the Ephe- 
sians (,rer. 31), we find hÏ111 claiming to have exercised 
in regard to the Thessalonians, to whonl he says (1 
rrhess. ii. 11), "ye know how we exhorted and COlll- 
forted and charged everyone of you, as a father does 
his children." The commending of the elders to God 
and the word of llis grace, which was able "to build 
them up" (ver. 32), chimes with the benediction in 
Rom. xvi. 25, beginning: "K ow unto I-liln that is 
able to establish you." In vel'. 33, we hear the 
Apostle remind the elders how, coveting no 111an's sil- 
ver, or gold, or apparel, hc had sustained himself and 
his attendants by the labor of his own hands. lIis 
motives for pursuing this course are not explained 
here, but 11UISt be learned fronl the Epistles, in 1 
Thess. ii. g; 2 rrhess. iii. 7-9; 1 Cor. iv. 12, ix. 12; 
2 Cor. xi. 8. Especially worthy of note is the expres- 
sion "these hands "-at Zl:ìf.!l:; aiJrat (vel'. 3-4)- 
words requiring us to suppose a gesture to aCC01l1- 
pany them. Still nlore deserving of remark is the 
quotation of a saying of Christ not elsewhere re- 
corded: "it is more blessed to gi,-e than to receive" 
(ver. 35). The saying itself is worthy to emanate 
fr0111 Christ, and is conformcd to the spirit and 
ty]e 
of his teaclÜng. Coming in so simply and naturally, 
it seems to bear witness to the truth and fidelity of 
the entire report of the Apostle's discourse. 
In thc preceding observations we have employed 
for thc purpose of refuting the Tiibingell hypothesis- 
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except in the last remarks on the speeches of Patù- 
only the four Pauline Epistles accepted by B::uIT. But 
when we inquir.e for the grounds on which the 
genuineness of the remaining canonical Epistles 
ascribed to this apostle is denied, we find that the 
principal reason is the inconsistency of their repre- 
sentations with the theory which the four are supposed 
to authorize. On this ground, chiefly, even the Epis- 
tles to the Colossians and Philippians, which were 
never before doubted, and tbe llmrks of whose Pauline 
authorship are so ilTesistibly evident in their style and 
contents, are declared to be spurious! One would 
think that the inconsistency of tllCse documents with 
Baur's theory would raise in his mind a strong pre- 
sumption, not against them, but against that. But 
,,-hen we discoyer that his theory is overthrown by 
the testimony of the 'ery documents on which he 
chooses to rely, and that his 111ain objection to the 
genuineness of the other leading Epistles of Paul is 
thus taken away, we may resort to then1 for further 
illustration of the yiew which the Apostle took of the 
Jewish Christians. ",Ye find him, in the Epistle to the 
Ephesians, telling the Gentiles that they arc 110 1110re 
"strangers and foreigners, but fellow -citizens with the 
saints, and of the household of God," and "built 
upon the foundation of the npostles and prophets" 
(Eph. ii. 1 D, 20). flow fully does this harmonize 
with the spirit of the heautiful passage in the Romans, 
where Paul compares the Gentiles, in their relation to 
18 
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Israel, to the ,vild olive-tree grafted upon the native 
olive and partaking of its H root and fatness" (Rom. 
xi. 17)! 'Ve find hilll in the 1st Epistle to the 
Thessalonians, saying: "for ye, brethren, became 
followers of the clwrches of God which in Judea are in 
Christ Jesus: for ye, also, have suffered like things of 
your own countrymen, eVEn as they have of the Jews" 
-the Jews, who likewise "forbid us to speak to the 
Gentiles that they nlight be saved" (1 Thess. ii. 14 
seq.). The Thessalonians, in the heroic spirit with 
which they had met persecution, had resembled their 
Christian brethren in J udea, whose firmness under 
such trial was ,veIl known. This one expression of 
honor to the faithful Christians of J udea, joined, as 
it is, with reprobation of the conduct of the unbe- 
lieving Jews, destroys the theory of Banr.! 


1 The attack of the Tübingen school upon the genuineness of 
most of the Pauline Epistles, resting as it does upon f..\lse assump- 
tions, should not be aHowed for a moment to affect the judgment 
wltich is founded on positive, abundant proofs. Take, fllr example, 
the 1st Epistle to the Thessalonians. Its Pauline authorship was 
never doubted until it was doubted by Baur. It!S not only re- 
cognized by the great church teachers in the secund half of the 
second century, but is found in the Syrian version, in the canon 
of Muratori, even in the canon of Marcion. Its language is Pauline. 
Its tone and spirit are Pauline. Its contents are adapted tú 8 
state of the Thessalonian church which may well be supposed to 
bave existed. It has correspondences with the Acts, which are 
obviously un contrived, yet exact. Compare 1 The8s. iii. 1, 2 with 
Acts xvii. 15, xviii. 5. And if the passage-hT. 15, 17 --express 8 
hope or an expectation of the 1f'upovoía during the Apostle's lifetime, 
it demonstrates the Pauline authorship, since no writer of the sec. 
ond century would attribute such a di
appointed expectation to 
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There are three other documents In the New 
TestaIllent canon which throw important light upon the 
subject of this Essay. These are the I st Epistle of 
Peter, the Epistle to the I-Iebrews, and the Apocalypse. 


Paul. The objections of Baur to the Pauline origin of tllis Epistle 
are of no weight, and mainly rest upon misinterpretation. 
There are thirteen canonical Epistles bearing the name of Patù. 
No criticism-save that of tùe Banr sehool-wllÎch by any stretch of 
charity can be called sober, pretends to deny the genuineness of the 
Epistles to the Pùilippians, to the Colossians, the two Epistles to the 
Thessalonians, and the Epistle to Philemon. The Pauline authorsllip 
of the Epistle to the Ephesians may be said to have been completely 
,indicated against the doubts suggested by De Wette and others. In 
fact, one of the main grounds of doubt-the absence of personal 
greetings-is an argument for the genuineness of the work j since, 
though we can only conjecture the cause of this peculiarity, it is 
one which a forger would last of all have permitted to exist. Of 
the Pastoral Epistles, the 2d of Timothy and the Epistle to Titus arc 
fully proved to be Pauline, and recognized as such by unprejudiced 
critics, like Bleck and :Meyer, who hold themselves at liberty to 
judge with perfect freedom of the claim of a book to a place in the 
canon. Of Ute 1st Epi!,tIe to Timothy, K eander says that he is not 
convinced of its genuil
':ness with the ., same assurance that he has 
in reference to the authorship of the other Pauline Epistles." .Ap08- 
telfjescldchte, B. 1. s. 538. K. Such misgivings, however, in re
pect 
to either of the Pastoral EpisLles, arc not shared by critics of equal 
candor and penetration; for example, by the late Dr. Arnold. As 
to the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, a point about which the 
opinion of the ancient Church was divided, he is now generally con- 
ceded to have been, not Paul himself, but. a <lisciple of Paul. This 
'" as the opinion, also, of Erasmus, Luther, and Calvin. It is the 
view of Neander, Bleek, 
reycr, and, in fact, of all or nearly all the 
German critics. Its early date is, however, established j and if not 
written by Paul, it has the same relation to him as the writings of 
Luke have, and the same right in the canon as the second and tlJÏrd 
Gospels and the Acts. 
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The 1st Epistle of Peter is reckoned by Eusebius 
among the Homologoumena-the writings of undis- 
puted genuineness. Among the witnesses to its 
authenticity are Papias and Polycarp.l It is ac1dres::;ed 
apparently to the first generation of converts from 
heathenisln, and not to their child.Ten or grandchildren 
(e. g. 1 Peter i. 14). It purports to come from "a 
witness of the sufferings of Christ" (1 Peter v. 1); a 
fact introduced so briefly and naturally as to conVInce 
Schleiermacher that the expression was not put into 
the lllouth of Peter, but was truly his o'nl. It is 
addressed to " the strangers scattered throughout Asia 
l\iinor;" and yet the contents of the Epistle Blake it 
clear that Gentiles are Ineant; so that in this designa- 
tion of thmll as Olltú:ro(!á:J the Inetropolitan character, 
so to speak, of J udaean Christianity is assumed in a 
l11anner natural to Peter. It was written frOlll Baby- 
lon-the literal, as we think, and not the Inystical, 
Babylon-where Jews ,yere so nllluerous, and where 
Peter would naturaHy be drawn in the prosecutiol1 of 
his n1Íssionary labors. A suitable occasion for his writ- 
ing was afforded by the journey of Silas (1 Peter v. 
12), formerly a Iueluber of the Jernsaleul churcll and 
afterwards concerned with Paul in founding and train- 


1 Eusebius, iii. 39, i,. 14. Those who deny the genuineness of 
the 2ù Epistle of Peter, must Jet place it not later than the begin- 
ning of the second century; and hence the testimonJ of this docu- 
ment (2 Peter iii. 1) to the 1st Epistle, as a "Work of Peter, is val- 
uable. See on this nnù the other points of proof, Bleek's Einl., s. 
õG5 seq. 
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mg the very churches to which he now carried this 
letter. In these churches tllere were those who, as we 
learn from Paul in his later Epistles, lmd, through the 
influence of Judaizers, begun to fear that they had 
not received the true gospel. N ow Peter reassures 
this class by simply saying at the close of his letter: 
"I have written briefly, exhorting and testifying that 
this z.s the true grace of God 'lClterein!le stand." It is 
an expression of confidence and fraternal sympathy 
fronl the Apostle "to the circumcision," ,vritten 
within a few years preceding the destruction of J erusa- 
lem and shortly before his own death. 
Another 1110st interesting monU1l1ent of the state 
.of things at that critical time, is the Epistle to the 
I-Iebrews. It was written while the temple ,vas yet 
standing, hut not very long before the siege and cap- 
ture of the city by Titus. It was addressed to Jewish 
Christians, and, as we believe, to the Palestinian 
Christians. It was written to keep theu1 from apos- 
tasy-from lapsing into mere Judaism. This, eyery 
one Blust see, was the great danger so long as the 
Jewish Christians continued to cling to the ritual. It 
would seen1 that there wcre some of this class who had 
ceased to 111eet with their brethren (IIebrews x. 25). 
It is probable that with the rapid growth of the Gcntile 
bmnch of the church, which was attended by a grow- 
ing indifference to the ceremonial la.w still sacred to 
the native Jew, the disaffection of the Jewish Christians 
increased; and it is 110t improbable that in that class 
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who are described as "forsaking the assembling of 
themselves together" is to be recognized the germ of 
heretical judaizing sects which beCOl1le known to us at a 
later day. The great aim of the author of the Epistle 
is to persuade the Jewish Christian that in Christ the 
ritual is fulfilled; that in Hiln all that he had in the 
law is retained in a perfect and satisfying form. 
Not less interesting as a lnemorial of the state of 
things which we are attempting to depict, is the 
Apocalypse. The Apocalypse ,vas written-this fact, 
we take it, is now established, notwithstanding the 
continued dissent of a critic here or there-shortly 
after the N eronian persecution, and shortly before the 
destruction of Jerusalem. The Apostles Peter and 
Paul had been put to death. The bitter fanaticism of 
the Jews and all the signs of the times foretokened 
the judgments soon to fall upon the Jewish state. The 
condition of the churches in Asia 
Iinor, coupled, we 
may well believe, with the persecuting aninlOsity of his 
countrymen "according to the flesh" in Jerusalem, 
had drawn the Apostle John to Ephesus. rrhe pre- 
ponderance of proof, in our opinion, is in favor of the 
11lore COlnmon OIJillion that the Apostle is the author 
of the Apocalypse. But if not his wor1{, it was 
certainly written by SOlne one who belonged to his 
school and his neighborhood. Baur, who holds that 
the Apostle himself wrote it, has 1110St unsuccessfully 
attempted to find in it a judaizing and anti-Pauline 
character. The distinction put upon the twelve apos- 
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tIes (Rev. xxi. 14) is one of his arguments. If this 
have any force, then Acts was written by a JudaizeI' 
(see Acts i. 21 seq.); and Luke's Gospel also (see 
Luke xxii. ;30), which Bmu considers especially Pauline 
in its spirit. Baur even discerns in the reference to 
false or pretended apostles (Rev. ii. 2) a side hit at 
Paul! Ewald, with just as little reason, considers 
them J udaizers. It is probable that they were leaders 
of the Nicolaitans, who seem to have been a sect of 
antinomian, gllosticallibertines-abusillg their freedom 
in the gospel by joining the heathen in licentious 
pleasures, and blending a sort of gnosis, which the 
writer dcsignates a knowing of "the depths of Satan" 
(Rev. iii. 2-1); using, perhaps, the terrn Satan, as in 
the other phrase-the synagogue of Satan-where 
they wOlùd use God. A judaizing spirit is infened by 
BanI' from the distinct nlCntion of the" hundred and 
forty mid four thousand" frOln the tribes of Israel 
(Rev. yii. 4) who were among the redecmcd. IIow 
ill-foundcd is this conclusion we see when we further 
read that those gathered fron1 "all nations, and kin- 
drcds, and people, and tongues," instead of bcing a 
dcfinite, symbolical to be surc, yet limited, numbcr, 
wcre " a great Inultitllde which no man could count" 
(vcr. Û). But the ..\pocalypse affords a happy con- 
firmation of tho historical truth of the apostolic convcn- 
tion. IIaving alluded (Rev. ii. 20) as he had done 
before (vcr. 14) to the ohligation to abstain frm11 forni- 
cation and from meat sacrificed to idol
, the writcr 
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adds (vs. 24, 25), "I will put upon you nOlle other bur- 
dell: but that which ye have already" -namely, the 
true faith-" hold fast till I come." IIere the context 
requires us to suppose that" burden" signifies i
ljunc- 
tion; and thus ,ve are obliged to explain the passage 
by referring back to what he has said on the two 
points of duty above Inentioned. In the requirement 
to abstain from fornication and frolll flesh offered to 
idols, he would add no other burden-äÂÎ..o ßá(!o;- 
the vcry word used in the rescript of the apostolic con- 
vention (Acts xv. 21) P To our Inind, this passage 
affords a striking corroboration of the narr
tive of 
Luke. A portion of the Asia JHinor Christians had 
neglected the warnings of Paul, had abused their free- 
dom, nlaking it an obedience to lust, and had n1Ïngled 
with tIle heathen in their licentious feasts. IIence the 
need of imposing the old restraints, and the Apostle 
reviyes the rules suggested by that early conference in 
which he had himself taken part. 
'Ve lllay StUll up in a few ,yords the 111ain points 
in the yicw we haye taken. The apostles and most 
other Jewish Christians kept up the observance of the 
ceremonial law, and felt bound so to do until Christ 
should appear to abrognte that law, or in sonle other 
way should explicitly declare the old ritual abolished. 
Peter was divinely instructed in the affair of Cornelius, 


1 The interpretation we h:l'\e given above is sanctioned by high 
critical authority, including that of LÜnemann (in :Meyer) and 
Alford. 
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that free intercourse with the Gentile convert was no 
sin. This lesson by him was not forgotten. At 
Antioch he ate with the Gentile believers, except when, 
under temptation, he was false to his convictions. The 
Jewish belie\Ters, seeing that the Gentiles had actually 
become Christians and received the Spirit without hav- 
ing been circumcised, cordially and thankfully acknowl- 
edged theln as brethren, and refused to yield to the 
judaizing faction which required that they Rhould be 
circumcised. At the same time there was a difficuJty 
in overstepping the legal restrictions upon intercourse 
with thmn as long as the Jaw continued to be observed. 
They could not cast aside all these restrictions without 
casting aside the law itself-a step for which they were 
not prepared. lIence the door was opcn for the efforts 
of the active party of Judaizcrs. These efforts, how- 
ever, had not the sympathy or countenance of "the 
pillars" of the Jewish-Christian church. The funda- 
mental error of nanr, as we believe, is the doctrine that 
tIle Jerusalem apostles required the circumciÚoJ/ oj the 
GeJ/tile cOIl1;erls. In supI)orting this error, he is 
ohliged not only to attack the genuineness of the Acts 
and the nwral character of the author, but also to do 
violence to the positive testimony of Paul himse1f in 
Gal. ii. rrhe progress of the Gentile church led to the 
sharpening of the opposition frOln tIl(
 sid
 of the 
judaizing party, and probably to an augmentation of 
its strength. Only great prO\-idential events could 
clear the Christian Church of its conncction with the 
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Old Testament system. These events at length came; 
first, the capture of Jerusalenl by Titus, after the Jew- 
ish Christians had nlOstly fled to the neighborllOod of 
the Dead Sea: then, after the insurrection by Bar- 
chochebas, the absolute prohibition by lIadrian CA. D. 
135) of the temple-worship in the city, to which he 
gave the Roman name of Ælia Capitolina. This last 
event was the crisis that determined the fate of Jewish 
Christianity. IIenceforward only a church on Gentile 
foundations could exist in Jerusalem. That portion 
of the fonner church which could not abandon the 
ritual became resolved into the heretical sect which 
lingered for centuries under the name of Ebionites, but 
consisting of two main subdivisions-one t11at of Ebio- 
nites proper, who refused to recognize the Gentiles as 
Christians; the other that of the N azal'enes, who clung 
with patriotic attachlnent to the ceremonies of the law, 
not denying, however, the Christianity of the Gentiles 
for not joining thCln in its observance. The IlCad- 
quarters of the Ebionite party was the region on the 
eastern border of Palestine, whither the Jewish Chris. 
tians had originally taken refuge. The apostasy which 
to the author of the Epistle to the IIebrews was an 
imminent danger, actually occurred in the case of no 
small fraction of the Jerusalem church. And thus the 
saying of the Apostle John had a nmy and pathetic 
verification: "lIe cmne unto his own, and his own 
received him not." 
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 EßIO
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D TIlE ORIGIN OF CATIIOLIO 
CHRISTIAXITY. 


THE Tlse of the ancient Catholic church, that 
church, which, with its unity in doctrine and creed, 
its type of theology too legal to be strictly Pauline, and 
its hierarchical order, emerges to view in the latter ha1f 
of the second century, is one of the most interesting 
problems of history. If we take our stand at the time 
of Irenaeus, we find that genuine Christianity begins 
to be recognized as confined to one visible body, having 
for its great centres the churches supposed to be 
founded by the apostles, aTllong which Romc, the see 
of Peter und of Paul, especially of Peter the hcad of 
the apostles, }1as the preëminence in dignity and 
respect-the potiorem prÙlci,palitatem, to use the 
phrase by which Irellaeus affirms the distinguished 
reliability of its traditions. 1 Beyond the pale of this 
Catholic cll11rch there is no salvation. 'The outlying 
partics have no title to the blessings of the gospel. 
The church is comparatively pure in doctrine and free 
in government; yet the incipient and germinallt Papal 
system is clearly discernible. 


1 Iren., Lib. iii. c. 3. 
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By what steps did simple, unorganized, apostolic 
Christianity attain to this new form ? "That agencies 
effected the transformation? Such is the problem to 
which we refer. It involves the whole question of the 
character of the Christianity of the apostolic age, as 
well as the nature of the changes it afterwards under- 
went. It has drawn to itself of late, in particular 
since the rise of the new TÜbingen school of historical 
critics, the zealous attention of scholars. 
One principal topic, the consideration of which 
inyolves the nlOst important inquiries connected with 
the whole suhject, is EhionitislTI. Ebionitisnl is the 
general designation of that judaiziug Chri
tianity 
which existed during the first centuries, in several 
distinct parties, in separation frOlll the Catholic 
church. The strict Ebionites-the vulgar Ebionites, 
as they are called in the classification of some German 
writers-not only ohserved the l\Iosaic ritual, but 
refused to feJIowslÜp any who failed to do likewise. 
The :K azarel1es, another pm-ty, though observing the 
law themselves, willingly left the Gentiles to the enjoy- 
ment of their freedom. The former party was hostile 
to Paul and llÍs doctrine; the latter was not. Both 
Inade use of IIebrew or Aramaic versions of the 
Gospel of l\latthew, differing somewhat, however, froUl 
that Gospel, as they differed somewhat frOlll each 
other. There was a third party, also, of theosophic or 
gnostical Ebionites, described by Epiphallius and 
represented in the Clementine I-Iomilies, a spurious 
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work of the latter part of the second century. It is 
an old and often-repeated assertion that primitive, 
apostolic Christianity-that Christianity which was 
established' and fostered by the iuunediate followers 
of Christ-was Ebionite. This proposition was 
maintained by Socinian writers of a former day, who, 
considering the Ebionites to have been Unitarians, 
inferred that the early Christians held the humanita- 
rian view of Christ's person. IIence the character 
and opinions of the Ebionite parties come up for 
discussion in the polenlical writings of Bull, who 
combats the views of Zwicker, and in the spirited 
controversy, in the last century, of IIorsley with 
Priestley. The subject was handled in a special 
dissertation by l\Iosheim, in an early essay of great 
merit by Gieseler, and has been further illustrated by 
K eancIer and the other nlasters in the department of 
church history. Of late the historical speculations of 
Baur have provokeù new and fruitful investigations in 
the SaIne field, anù have called forth numerous publica- 
tions, both fronl his followers and opponents. 
In stating the theory of Baur upon this subject 
and upon early Christianity in general, we lllay remark 
at the outset that he agrees with the old Socinians in 
the statenlent that the Jewish Christianity of the 
apostolic age was :Ebionite. But, unlike them, he 
holds that we :find within the canon a great departule 
from, and advance upon, this humanitarian doctrine 
of Christ's person. lIe professes to di::;ccrn in the 
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New Testament the consecutive stages of a progress, 
which, beginning with the Unitarian creed, terminates 
in the doctrine of Christ's proper divinity. To be 
sure, a considerable portion of these canonical writings, 
including aU those which contain this last tenet, he 
pronounces post-apostolic and spurious. But he 
differs very widely from the Socinians in his exegesis 
of theIn, and approximates nearer, especially in regard 
to the sense of the writings of John, to the ordinary 
orthodox interpretations. Baur's general theory 
proceeds on the foundation of the hostility coü"crived 
to exist, in the apostolic age, between the Patùine and 
Petrine parties. In the study of the Epistles to the 
Corinthians, he supposed himself to have discovered 
that the long prevalent idea of the relation of Paul to 
the rest of the apostles, and of his doctrine to theirs, is 
mistaken; and for this new view he found support, as 
he thought, in tl1e Epistle to the Galatians. l 'Vhi1e 
the original apostles insisted that the Gentile converts 
should be circumcised and keep the law, Paul looked 
on circulllcision as involving a forfeiture of the benefits 
of the gospel. Baur carries out his novel thesis with 
relentless consistency. He denies the Pauline author- 
ship of all of the epistles usually ascribed to Paul, 
except four, and the genuineness of all the other books 
of the New Testaluent, except the Apocalypse. The 


1 For an interesting account of the growth of his critical theory 
in his own mind, see Baur's posthumous Geschichte des 19tn. Jah'l'h., 
8. 395 seq. 
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Gospels, as to a part of their contents, are either 
mOlluments of this great division in the Church, or of 
the attempts to heal it. The Gospel of John is a 
fictitious product of the early part of the second 
century. The Acts is the work of a Pauline Chris- 
tian of about the same date, who misrepresents the 
apostolic history for the sake of reconciling to each 
other the partisans of Peter and of Paul. 
\..t the close 
of the apostolic age, or at the death of these lead- 
ers, the Church had been left in this divided state. 
Thé Gentile or Pauline Christians, and the Jewish 
Christians, f0f111ed two opposing camps.l 
'Ve cannot enter into a detailed refutation of these 
. 
fundamental positions of Baur, without repeating what 
we have said in another place. The assumption that 
the older apostles required that the heathen converts 
should be circumcised, and that Paul directly resisted 
the observance of the law hy Jewish Christians as 
inconsistent with the Christian faith, is unproved and 
grounùless. The IllUhwl alienation of the Jerusalem 
apostles on the one hand, and of Pmù on the other, is 
a figment of the imagination; as is shown by the 
direct testinlOny of Paul himself in documents which 
CyeIl BanI' admits to be his. 2 rrhe n1ain objection to 
the credibility of the Acts is thus annulled. r.rhe 
positive proof of the genuineness of this book, as well 


1 For the fun and final statement of Raur's positions, see his 
Christenlhum in d. drei ersten Jahrh., 2 A. 18üO. 
2 Gal. ii. 9, 10 j 1 Cor. xv. 9, xvi. I, et ale 
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as of the rejected epistles of Palù, is abundant. rrhe 
historical speclùations of the TÜbingen school, being 
built upon a false foundation, fall of themselves. 
rrhere were, indeed, strong peculiarities belonging 
severally to the two branches of the Church in the 
lifetime of Paul; but with the exception of the 
judaizing party, there was no hostility between them. 
On the contrary, especially among the leadel's, there 
was a cordial fellowship. 
But at present we are concerned with the Tübin- 
gen theory so far as it relates to the ChuTch of the 
sub-apostolic age. Baur pretends that after the death 
of Paul, there ensueù the process of reconciliation 
between the two belJigerent parties, -to promote which, 
as we have eXplained above, most of the New rresta- 
l11ent books were contrived. The Jewish Christians 
gave up circulllcision, being satisfied with baptism, 
when regarded as necessary for salvation. Exactly 
how and when this remarkable step was taken, we 
are not informed. But most of the concessions were 
frOlll the Pauline side. In fact, there occurred at the 
end, or before the end, of the apostolic age, a reaction 
of the Jewish Christianity, which with Baur is iden. 
tical with the judaizing or Ebiol1ite element, and this 
type of Christianity prevailed through the larger part 
of the second century. In the church of Asia l\1inor, 
little or 110 value was set upon the authority and the 
doctrine of Paul, which were supplanted by the 
Ehionite views of Christianity. The Saine was true 
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of the Roman church, which Baur c1aÍ1ns to have 
been, even at the beginning, chiefly composed of 
helieving Jews. The diffusion and reception of the 
doctrine of the authority of tradition, of legal justifica 
tion, of tlle saving efficacy of rites, of the superior 
merit of ascetic piety, of the clergy as a priestly class, 
of the primacy of Peter, and of other elenlCnts of 
Catholic theology, the TÜ.bingen critics attribute to 
the great reaction and partial triumph of the Jewish- 
Christian, anti-Pauline party. So tenacious of life, 
we are told, was Judaism, that the powerful influence 
of the Apostle Paul 'niS, to a large extent, neutralized 
and overCOlue by 
he revived power of the judaical 
element in the Church. Not that the Pauline clement 
was ineffective. It was Hot without its representatives, 
and played a not unimportant part in the ferment 
from which Catholic theology resulted. Of course, 
these views of Baur affect his construction of the 
history of the doctrines concerning the Person of 
Christ and the Trinity. ffhe first view of the Church 
respecting Christ was humanitarian. Then followed, 
according to Daur, the other fornl of i\Ionarchianism, 
the Patripassian theory. rfhe Logos doctrine was the 
intermediate, compromising theology, which was finally 
deydoped into the dogma of the Saviour's true and 
proper divinity, and the Kicene fOl'mulary.l 
The topics which we propose to exan1Ïne in the 


, On this branch of ßaur's tJ\eory. besil1es Ilis " Cltrbtiallity in the 
first Three Ccnturies," which has bLl:ll referreJ to aboH, see IllS 
HI 
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reIn arks that follow, are, first, the alleged Ebionite 
character of the period iInmediately subsequent to 
the apostolic age, and then, in particular, EmIT's 
representation of the early doctrine concerning 
Christ. 
I. One Inarked vice of the Tübingen critics is the 
habit of attributing to a distinctly Jewish-Christian 
party or influence phenonlena which more COllllnOllly 
originate in other causes. The tendency to regard 
Christianity as a systenl of la\,,"s, is not peculiar to the 
,I ews and to J udaisnl alone. TI1Ïs tendency deyelops 
itself in other ages, even within the bounds of 

'otestant Christianity. lienee, when this spirit 
apI) ears in an early Christian writer, to charge it 
forthwith to Ebionitism is an obvious fallacy. The 
SaIne may be said of the overvaluing of external rites. 
A tendency to formalism 111ay spring up independently 
øf Jewish influences; in the nineteenth century as 
well as the third, in modern Oxford as well as ancient 
Rome. To say that religious plwnomena, because 
they reselnble each other, are historically connected, is 
a rash, and frequently unfounded, inference. This 
neglect to discrÏ1ninate betwecn what springs from a 
distinctively judaic party, and what nlerely bears some 
likeness to judaic principles, but only indicates an 


extensive work OIl. the History of the Doctrine of the Trinity, IJie 
Christl. LelL1'e '1:. d. Dreicinigkeit '11. Menscnu:e1,dung Cottes in ihrer 
geschichtlicnen Entu:iclcl. (1841), B. I. j and his IJogmenge8cnichte, 
2 A. (1858), s. 104-112, 126-130. 
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anaJogous way of thinking, runs through much of 
the Tübingen criticism, as we shall hereafter illustrate. 
But what are the proofs by wllich Baur would 
subvert the established views of early Christian history 
and verify his own llypothesis? In following the 
Tübingen critics through their classification of the 
ancient writers, we are constantly struck with the 
arbitrary character of the procedure. To n1ake out 
that the Ebionite type of doctrine belongs to an early 
Father, they are under the necessity of ignoring 
expressions which are at war with such a view, and 
of magnifying the significance of artless phrases to 
which no emphasis is properly attached. One sign 
of the justice of our remark is the fact that these 
critics differ so widely aInollg themselves in respect 
to the place to be assigned to the different writers- 
evcn to such a writer as Justin 
Iartyr. BmIT is 
constantly obliged to mediate hetween his two 
disciples, Schwegler and Ritschl, and to interpose 
the weight of his decision where these younger doctors 
disagree. Let us examine the proofs and witnesses 
which are adùuced to establish the predominantly 
ELiouite character of the early Church. Even Cle- 
ment of ROlne, or the first epistle which bears his name, 
but which, wholly without reason, is denied by the 
rrübingen critics to be genuine, is made to stand on a 
neutral or half-way position between the Ebiouite anù 
Pauline doctrine-Clcment, who speaks of justification 
as cc not by ourselves, neither by our own wisdom, or 
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knowledge, or piety, or tl1e works which we l1ave done 
in the holiness of our hearts; but by that faith by 
which God Ahnighiy has justified all lnen frOlll tlle 
beginning; :, 1 who alludes to the epistle which" the 
blessed Palù the apostle had written to the Corinthians 
before; "2 and whose view of Christ is so dissonant 
in spirit from that of tIle Ebionite! It is true that 
he associates Peter, as a n1artyr to be held in honor, 
with Paul. 3 And why sholùd he not? It is true 
that Clement lays stress upon the practical duties of. 
Christians, and often connects obedience ,vith faith. 4 
But the reason of this is found in tl1e disturbed state 
of the Corinthian church, and the disaffection towards 
its officers. 5 'Yhocyer will read the epistle from 
beginning to end ,viII see that here is the lllotiye for 
tl1e enforcing of practical obligations, in conjunction 
with passages obyiously derived, though not verbally 
cited, from the Epistle to the IIebrews. 
Papias, in the fragments cited by Eusebius, is 
another of Balu's witnesses for tl1e Ehiol1itism of tbe 
early Church. It is thought to be highly significant 
that in the scriptural books which are mentioned by 
Eusebius as having been cited by Papias, tl1e Pmùine 
epistles are not found; 1101' is it stated that Papias 
made ll1ention of Palù. As if Eusebius professcd to 
give all the canonical books to which Papias made 
reference, or Papias made reference to all the canonical 


1 C.32. 


2 C. 47. 


3 C. 5. 

 See C. 1, 48, etc. 


· O. 10, 11, 12, ct passim. 
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hooks which he received! Of Polycarp, III like 
manner, Eusebius says that he made use, in his Epistle 
to the Philippians, of the 1 st Epistle of Peter; 1 but 
we know, though Eusebius does not mention the fact, 
that he also made abundant use of the Epistles of 
Pau1. 2 Eusebius had reasons of his own for specifying 
certain books in these allusions to the use of the 
Scriptures by earlier writers. \Ve are not authorized 
to suppose that he intends to give an exhaustive list. 
The insinuation of a hostility to Patù on the part of 
Papias hardly Iuerits a serious refutation. If he did 
not explicitly nlCntion this apostle in his" Exposition 
of the Oracles of the Lorù "-and whether he did or 
not we have no means of deciding-it would not be 
strange, since his aim was to gather up unrecorded 
ren1Ìniseences of the life and teachings of Jesus. IIis 
chiliasm, or millenarianisll1, is very far from prm-ing 
him an ELionite. lIe slmred this doctrine not only 
with J ustin 
lartyr anù Irenaeus, but even "ith 
Barnabas, whOln all the skeptical writers put on the 
Pauline side. Although ehiliasm cannot be shown to 
have been the universal helief of the Church ill the 
next age after the apostles, it wa
, without doubt, a 
yery widely diff'used opinion. It is not at all confined, 
however, to writers of a single school. In truth, as 
Dorner has clearly shown and we may stop here to 
observe, chiliasm, whatever lllay have been the first 


I Enseb., Lib. iv. c. 14. 

 See, for examp]c, in Po lye. ad Pltilip., c. v. (1 Cor. vi. 9, 10). 
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source of the belief, was widely diverse from the 
current Jewish expectation of a temporal reign of the 
l\iessiah. 1 The eartllly reign of Christ after the second 
advent, even in the view of those inclined to conceive 
of the nÜllennial period in too 111aterial a way, was a 
limited tilne, and was to be followed by a spiritual, 
heavenly life, to continue forever. But-to return to 
Papias-we need 110 other proof that he was not an 
Ebionite and had no inimical feeling towards Paul, 
than his friendship with Polycarp,2 and the circum. 
stance that Irenaeus, and Eusebins a.fter him, with the 
writings of Papias before; them, have no quarrel with 
hi111, except that Eusebius, as we should expect, 
objects to his chiliastic notions, and considers him, 
probably on account of them, a ll1an of lin1Ïted under. 
standing. 3 Indeed, the circumstance which Eusebius 
mentions, that Papias made use of testimonies frOln 
the 1st Epistle of John and the 1st Epistle of Peter, is 
of itself conclusive against the 'fÜbingen judgment 
concerning him. 
Still more reliance is })laced by Baur and 11Ïs 
followers on the evidence drawn frOIn the fraglnents 
of IIegesippus. This earliest historian of the Church 
came to Rome about the Iniddle of the second century. 
lIe was an Ebionite, it is claÌ1ned; and as he had 


1 Dorner's Entwickelungsgescltichte d. Lehre t'. d. Pel'son Christi, 
B. I. s. 240 seq. See especially s. 240, N. 76. 
2 Ircnaens calls Papias a friend (fraîpo
) of Polycarp. 
a Euseb., Lib. iii. c. 39. 
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travelled extensively for the purpose of visiting the 
churches, and had found them, according to his own 
statement, agreeing in doctrine, it is confidently 
asserted that the churches east and west, including 
the Roman church, which he especially cOlllnlCnds, 
were also Ebionite. This deduction might be just, 
were the premise established. But what is the proof 
that IIegesippus was an Ebionite? In the first place, 
luuch is nmde of the description, quoted by Eusebius, 
of the character of James, the head of the church at 
Jerusalem, in which he is made out a punctilious 
observer of ceremonies. 1 That this fictitious por- 
traiture accords with Ebionite taste, is granted. It 
is probable, however, that IIegesippus derived it from 
an Ebionite tradition. That he himself followed such 
a pattern of life, there is no more reason to think 
than there is to suppose the same of Gregory X azian- 
zen, who gives a sin1Ïlar description of Peter, and 
Clement of Alexandria, who gives a similar description 
of l\Iatthmv, both of which were also prohahly bor- 
rowed from Eùionite sources. 2 Hut IIegesippus 
reports that in eyery city "the doctrine prevails 
according to what is declared by the law, and the 
prophets, and the Lord;" 3 and this statement IS 
seized upon as an undoubted sign of :Ebionitism in 
the author! IIegesippus was zealous against the 


1 Euseb., Lib. ii. c. 23. 
2 
cc Schlicmann, Die Clementinen, s. 429. 
, Euscb., Lib. iv. c. 22. 
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Gnostics, and this mention of the Old Testament, 
which, however, would not be remarkable in any case, 
,vas yery natural, it being a part of his testimony to 
the freedOlll of the churches from the taint of gllostical 
heresy. 
But there is another passage frOl11 Hegesippus 
which was quoted by the l\ionophysite, Stephen Go- 
barus, and is found in Photins, in which he says that 
those ".-110 affirIn that "eye bath not seen nor ear 
heard, nor hath it entered into the heart of man, the 
good things prepared for the just," nlaintain what is 
false and that this declaration is itself foolish. IIere, 
we are assured by the Tübingen critics, is a direct 
condenulation of an expression of the Apostle Paul, 
and a condemnation of the apostle himself. Sup- 
posing IIcgesippns to be quoted right, it is still not 
easy to judge of the real intent of a passage ,yhich is 
thus torn from its connection. There is little reason 
to doubt, however, that IIegesippus is attacking a 
gnostical interpretation or application of the passage, 
as was long ago conjectured. In the sense in which 
the Gnostics elllployed the expression, he might call it 
foolish. That he could not have designed to attack a 
statement of Patù, is denlol1strated, first by the 
circumstance that Paul himself quotes the püssage in 
question frOlll Isaiah, and a censure of the apostle 
wOlùd illyolve a rebuke of the prophet; and, secondly, 
by the fact that in Clelllent's epistle to the Corin- 
thians, which is approved by IIegesippns, this identical 
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passage of Scripture is also found.] Ilegesippus is, 
rather, a witness against Batu"s theory. lIe says 
that the Church was united and unpolluted by heresy 
until the apostles and the generation taught by thel11 
had passed a\yay. 2 Ilow does this accord with the 
idea that the church of the apostolic age was rent in 
twain, and that Paul was considered tl1en by the 
Jewish Christians to be a leader of heresy? "If there 
were any at all," add
 IIegesippus, " that attenlptec1 to 
subvert the sound doctrine of the saving gospel, they 
were yet skulking ill dark retreats." rrhe surmise of 
Baur, that this expression relate
 to Paul, is so plainly 
a dcsperate effort to escape frOln a difficulty, that it 
requires no answer. I-Iow far frOln Ebionitism 
Ilcgesippus was, though probahly a II eòrew Christimt 
by birth, is evinced hy his tracing even the gnostical 
heresies to a .J ClclSft origin, by his approval of Cle- 
ment's epistle to the Corinthians, and by his testimony 
that the church of Corinth, to which Clcment wrote, 
had" continued in thc true faith." The same thing 
is pron
cl incontrovertibly to the sober student of 
history by the simple fart that Euscbius, himself 
hostile to Ehionitism, and surely Hot less ahle to 
cletect its presence than any critic of the rrübingcn 
school, and with the whole work of IIegesippus before 
him, speaks of this old writer with cntire respect and 
approbation. 
Against 11efma8 the charge of Ebionitisll1 can be 


1 Clement's 1. Cor. c. x",xiv. 


2 Euscb., l.ib. iii. c. 32. 
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Inade with Inore plausibility; but even with reference 
to him it cannot be sustained. Although he does in 
terms luake faith the parent of all Christian virtues, 
yet in his far-fetched and long-drawn allegories the 
gospel is generally presented in a legal aspect, as a 
system of commands, on obeying which salvation 
hinges. 
Ioreover the idea of fasting as a meritorious 

rt, and a general tendency to asceticisn1, correspond to 
certain features of Ebionitism. But we have here to 
reiterate the observation that was Inadc before, that 
legalism and asceticism spring up in the Church from 
other causes than the influence of Judaism. Such is 
the fact in the case of IIermas and of the Church in 
the second century so far as it sympathized with his 
type of thinking. In Ifermas there is no exaltation of 
the Jews as a nation, no recognition of their national 
pretensions, no ascription to tl1el11 of a prel:minence in 
privileges and hopes. lIenee, however he may resenl' 
ble the Ebionites in sundry points of doctrine, he is 
wholly distinct from theln in historical position. A 
decisive proof that Hermas is not an Ebionite, is the 
doctrine he holds concenÜng Christ, to whOln he 
attributes preèxistence and a part in the creation of 
the world. Another very striking proof of the same 
thing-a proof that his ritualism did not spring from 
an Ebionite root-is his notion that the Old Testament 
saints will have to be baptized by the apostles in the 
underworld, in order to be saved 11 


1 Pasto1. Hermae, Liber III. Simil. ix. 16. "ITermas male intel- 
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'Ve cOll1e now to the main prop of the Tübingen 
criticism, the Pseudo-Clementine IIomilies. There 
existed frOln the beginning of the second century, in 
parts of Palestine and the neighborhood, a Jewish- 
Christian party called Elkesaits. They were composed 
of Ebionite sectaries, who had probably fallen under 
the iI).flncnce of the Essenes, and whose creed was a 
compound of tl1eir old belief and their newly-gained 
ascetic tenets.! rrhe Spirit of God had united itself, 
they held, with Adam, constituting thus the true 
prophet, and afterwards with a series of indiyiduals- 
Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, l\Ioses, J eSl1S- 
\\"110 all taught in substance the same truth. Chris- 
tianity was thus regarded as the restoration of the 
primeval religion, with which, also, primitive and pure f 
Judaism was identical. The Elkesait3 ahjured the 
eating of flesh, and discarded sacrifices, which were 


ligens verba Apostoli I Petro 3. 19 haec scripsis
e videtur," says 
Hefde in his note, p. 424. 
1 Gieseler attributeg the theosopltic ingretlients of the Elkesait 
system to the influence of the Essenes. Schliemann, following 
Xeander, would account ÍI)r tIle same by the fusion of oriental 
dements with J udnisIll. But according to Neander, us Gieseler 
points out, Essenis:n itself is partly the product of this, cry fusion. 
See Gie.;;eler's Ii. G., B. 1. S 32. n. 9. 
The best edition of the Homilies is that of A. Dressel (18':;3). 
This edition contains the bst two Homilies, which are not found in 
thë e<1ition uf Cvtelerius. A very thorough monogram on the whole 
subject of the Pseudo-Clementine writings is "Die Clemcntinen" 
of ..\. Sehlicm::mn (1844). Uhlhorn, the author of a later work on 
the R:\me subject, gives fi condensed statement of ]\i5 views in ITer- 
zo
's Real-Encre., Art. Clemcntinen. 
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held to have come in through a corruption of the true 
religion. 1'hey advocated the obligation to renounce 
riches. The forgiveness of sins was procured by 
baptism, which, as it would appear, was often 
repeated. They rejected, among other scriptures, the 
Pauline Epistles. 
The Pseudo-Clementine IIonÜlies, which. were 
written by S0111e ROlnan towards the end of the second 
century, bring forward, with additions and 11l0difica- 
tions, the same tenets. rfhe work falsely pretends to 
Clnanate frOlll Clement, the first bishop of the Roman 
church after the apostles, \'rho, being confounded, 
doubtless, with Flavius Clement, the relative of Do- 
mitian, is represented as a cultivated Roman of rank. 
Impelled by a thirst for truth, which he had sought in 
vain, he journeys to the east., and through the agency 
of Barnabas is introduced to Peter, whose instruction 
fully satisfies his mind, and who is made, in the room 
of Paul, the real apostle to the Gentiles, the founder 
and first bishop of the R0111an church. Peter is 
portrayed as the antagonist of all sorts of errors, 
especially of the Gnostics in the person of Simon 
l\Iagus. lIe combats, also, Chiliasl11, the IIypostatic 
Trinity, and l\lontanism. Paul, though not mentioned 
by name, is lnacle the adversary of Peter, and is 
regarded with hostility. Peter is made to teach the 
Elkesait doctrine of a primitive religion wllÍch 'was 
afterwards cOTI'upted; of the identity of the true 
J\Iosaic systelll with Christianity; of the seven lTICn, 
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together with Jesus, in whmn the true prophet was 
manifest; of opposition to sacrifices, abstinence from 
eating flesh, voluntary poverty, and frequent fasts and 
haptis1l1S. In conjunction with these views, other 
notions are found. The earthly kingdonl with Satan, 
its head, is set in antithesis to the heayenly kingdom, 
both forming together a paÜ'; and a similar contrast 
or coupling is carried, in a series, through the whole 
history of the world and of nlan. Thus, Adam 'was 
endowed with aU intellectual and moral gifts, but frOll1 
him proceeded the woman, the source of sensuousness 
and weakness. So, along with the true IJrophet, false 
prophets are always found to pervert the truth. 'rhe 
hierarchical theory is decideàly supported, but chili- 
asm is opposed. Interwoven with thc work is a not 
unattractiye story, cmbracing the personal fortunes of 
ClcD1ent; and thc wholc is commended to credence 
by aecOlnpanying vouchcrs: a letter of Peter entrust- 
ing his discourses to Jamcs at Jcrusalem, who is 
represented as the head-bishop of the wholc Church; 
an attestation that the trust was faithfully discharged 
by James; and a letter of Clcment to James, purport- 
ing to be written after the death of Peter, and tranS- 
mitting the \York which Clement had composed by his 
direction. 
At a later pcrioù, it sceU1S to hayc been thought 
that th(' IIOluilies were a \York actually cOluposed hy 
CIClnent, but corrupted and interpolated hy heretics. 
Accordingly, early in thc third century, somc OlIO, 
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probably an Alexandrian, undertook to clear them 
of supposed interpolations and restore thenl to the 
original fOflH. The product was the so-called Recog- 
nitions of Clement. The Epitome is the result of a 
still later revision. 1 
Strange to say, the Clementine HOlnilies, a spu- 
rious production, the work of an unknown writer, and 
abounding in fantastic, anti-Christian ideas which 
could neyer have gained the assent of a sober-minded 
Christian, is luade by Baur a sort of text-book for the 
illustration of the opinions of the Roman church, and 
of the churches generally, in the second century. Its 
authority is deemed sufficient, on many points, to 
outweigh the testimony of the approved writers who 
have heretofore been depended on by scholars of all 
theological affinities. Because this work is Ebi01lite 
and anti-Pauline, such must have been the prevailing 
Christianity of the tÏ1ne ! 
But the Clenlentine Hon1Ïlies represented the 
opinions of an individual and not the sentinlents of 
any important body of Christians. Not lu1Ìil after the 
l-Iomilies were written did the party whose notions 
were, to a considerable extent, embodied in them, 
obtain adherents in Asia l\Iinor, Cyprus, or Rome. 
lIence Origen, who was acquainted with the church 
at Rome, as well as with the churches elsewhere, 
speaks of this party as having " lately arisen." 2 The 


1 See Gieseler's 11. G., B. 1. s. 285. 
2 Origen in Euseb., Lib. vi. c. 38. 
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most plausible and best supported hypothesis which 
we have n1et with, concerning the origin of this ID1ique 
work, is that presented by Gieseler. The Roman 
church, as is well known, in the early centuries was 
far more practical than speclùative. Instead of 
originating theological discussions, it gave a hearing 
to the more intellectual and versatile theologues of the 
East. In the second century in particular, Rome was 
the l}lace to which theological sectaries resorted in 
orùer to gain, if possible, countenance from the 
influential church of the 111etropolis. In snch a state 
of things it was natural that many should become 
unsettled in their faith and unahle to satisfy thenl- 
selves upon disputed questions. Among these was a 
young ROlnan, educated in IJhilosophy, who deter- 
mined to resort to Palestine, and seek for the tnlth 
among the remnants of the original, J udaean church. 
Falling in with the Elkcsaits, he conceived himself to 
possess in their tenets a satisfactory system, and one 
on whi
h divergent parties could be united. In 
opposing Gnostics and other parties with whom the 
Elkesaits had not come in contact, he was naturally 
led to amplify awl modify the doctrine which he had 
learned, anù to hlend with it the results of 11Ïs own 
speculation. This mode of accollnting for the IIOIuilics 
hll
 the nlerit of being consistent with the known 
facts, and the lJare statement of it will suggest how 
entirely exaggerated is t1le Tübingen estimate of the 
significance of the work. 
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The nlet]1Od w]lich these critics adopt in dealing 
with the authorities frOln which the early history of the 
Church is to be deduced, we nlay illustrate by a 
modern parallel. rrowards the close of the American 
Revolution, there appeared in Lonùon a lÜstory of 
Connecticut, from the pen of Rev. Samuel Peters, 
who had been a 11lissionary in I-Iebron in that State, 
but had left the country in consequence of the 
unpopularity he had incurred by taking the side of 
the English Governnlent. This work, though pref- 
aced by protestations of fidelity and painstaking, is 
an odd n1Ïxture of fact and fiction. Anlong other 
fabulous stories, Peters promulgated the notion that 
unrecorded laws, which are styled "blue laws," of an 
ascetic and whimsical severity, were in force among 
the early Puritans of the colony. This singular, 
11lendacious chronicle is thought worthy to be cited, 
though 110t without some expressions of distrust, by 
so recent an author as the learned Dr. If ussey in his 
Bampton Lectures upon the history of the o?servance 
of Sunday. Now what would be thought of all 
historical critic, who at some time in the remote 
future should take Peters for the governing authority 
in his investigation of the ancient history of Connecti- 
cut? Other documents, let it be supposed, are extant, 
which haye been universally regarded as authentic. 
But these, together with historians like Bancroft and 
Palfrey, who lived lllllCh nearer the events and were in 
possession of a great amount of traditionary and docu- 
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mentary evidence which has since perished, he chooses 
to set aside. Such a course would match that taken 
by the critics who wOlùd convert the Clementine fiction 
into an authority sufficient to override the firmest 
historical testinlOnies. 
That a judaizing party had sway in the ROlllaIl 
church in the next period after the apostolic age, is a 
declaration made in the face of convincing e,'idence to 
the contrary. Baur has contended that the church of 
Rome was nlade up, at the outset, chiefly of Jewish 
C011\'erts. But this proposition is refuted by the 
comple:xion of Palù's Epistle to the ROlllans. The 
fact of his writing an epistle to this clnuch, which he 
had not personally planted and had never visited, i
 
itself a strong preslunptioJl that the church was 
predominantly Gentile. The various expressions in 
the first cllfipter, relative to his calling to preach to the 
Gentiles and his willingness to ftÙfil it even at Rome 
(vs. 5, Ô, 1-1, 15), would be out of place in an address 
to born Jews. And how unnatural is the hypothesis 
that the "first eight chapters were written luercly to 
serve as an introduction to the two chapters which 
follow! The observances of the Roman church wcre 
anti-J ewish. rrhe custonl grew up there of fasting on 
Saturday, or of continuing the fast of Friday through 
the following day, whilst Sunday was made a joyous 
festival. Thp Roman church, in the discussions of the 
second century concerning Easter, took ground against 
conforming to the .J ewish caleudnr or continuing the 
20 
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Jewish festivals. These are undeniable facts They 
are 111et by the uncertified conjecture, that they indi- 
cate a Pauline reaction against the judaizing spirit 
which is assu111ed to have prevailed before! But this 
rejoinder is a subterfuge. If arbitrary conjectures of 
this kind are to pass for evidence, there might as well 
be an end of historical study. 
The effort to trace the hierarchical theory and 
systenl to a distinctively Jewish-Christian and Petrine 
party, is not less unsuccessful. There was, without 
doubt, the transfer of the idea of the Jewish priest- 
hood to the Christian clergy. The analogy of the Old 
1 1 cstamel1t systeln was at once a l11odel, and to some 
extent a motive, which detennined the rank and func- 
tions of the Christian ecclesiastics. But the Jewish 
prejudice was peculiarly a national feeling. It was a 
feeling of pride in race and blood. This peculiar 
feeling, and the demands connected with it, hardly 
admit of being satisfied by tIle ascription of priestly 
prerogatives to Gentiles-by a seeming revival of the 
old religious system, attended, howevel', by the total 
loss of national preëminence. Jewish Christians, to 
be snre, might be liable to confound Old Testament 
with Chl'istian ideas, and transform the preacher into 
the priest. This tendency, however, is to be distin- 
guished frolll the technically judaizing spirit, which 
had its roots in a national jealousy. But even the 
Jewish-Christian feeling which was not judaizing, was 
far from being the controlling cause of that change in 
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Christian views which paved the way for the hierar- 
chical system. Tendencies to such a system sprung 
up on heathen soil. Especially lnight this be the fact 
,,,hcre the Old Testament, with its Levitical system, 
was in the hands of Christians, and when the question 
of the distinctive character of justification under the 
gospel no longer excited a living interest or continued 
to stir up controversy. The growth of the hierarchy, 
as a part of doctrinal belief and as a practical system, 
was imperceptible. It was rather due to the fact that 
the Church had beconle oblivious of the points of 
doctrine on which Paul insisted, or of the principles 
which underlie theIn, than to any distinct exertion or 
influence of an Ebionite party. 
But how shall we cxplain the exalted rank which 
was given to Peter, and the position ascribed to l1Ïm, 
of principal founder of the Roman church? r.rhese 
views, we reply, were not inspired by any anti-Pauline 
party. The wllOle tradition of Peter's visit to Rome 
and martyrdOIn there, as wen as the later story of his 
episcopal F:upremacy in the Roman church, is attribu- 
ted by the Tübingen critics to Ebionite partisanship. 
Bnt as to the doctrine of Peter's 11cadship among the 
apostles, it was not the offspring of an anti-Pauline 
theology. The idea of the hierarchy involved the need 
of an apostolic centre and head. And this place was 
nattually assigned to Peter. Thc rcading of the 
Gospels and the Acts made the impression that Petcr 
was the foremost of the apostles and was constituted 
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their leader. N or was this impression-however false 
the doctrine of an essential difference of rank between 
Peter and the rest 11lay be-wholly unfounded. Even 
Paul in more than one phce seen1S to regard Peter as 
the principal apostle, though a position hardly inferior 
seems to be held by J ames. 1 But the tradition of the 
visit of Peter to ROllle and of his death there, ante- 
dates the hierarchical pretensions of the Roman 
church. l\Ioreover, had the story been originated by 
a Petrine party in order to depress the consideration of 
Paul, as BanI' IJretends, it would haye found instant 
contradiction from the Pauline party at Rome, instead 
of being attested, as it is, by the Presbyter Caius, him- 
self a Christian zealous for the honor of Paul. 2 In 
truth, the idea that Peter helped to found the Roman 
church, and the association of !lis name with Paul in 
this work, is a sign that no partisanship respecting the 
n1Crits and clainls of these apostles existed. The 
notion that Peter was the first bishop of the Roman 
church, is something different from the tradition of }1Ìs 
concern in founding it, and was probably set in cir- 
clùation by the Pseudo-Clenlentine writings; first by 
the IIomilies, but especially by the Recognitions, 
which passed for a genuine work. The inroads of 
Gnosticislll and l\Iontanisn1, and other agencies, C011- 
tributed to cOll1bine ortl1Odox Christianity into a more 
compact body. As the result of a variety of causes, 
the deepest of which lie in inherent tendencies of 


1 Gal. i. 18, ii. 7, 8. 


2 Euseb., Ub. II. c. 2;). 
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human nature, an externalized conception of Chris- 
tianity began 1110re and lllore to prevaiL The great, 
metropolitan church, in the city where Paul and Peter 
had died, the only church in the west claiming to be 
established and guided by an a.postle, towered above 
all othcr western churchcs and eyen above all other 
apostolic sees. The idea of an apostolic primacy on 
the part of Peter insensibly connected itself with the 
story of an episcopal duty sustained by hiul in the 
ROl1mn chill.ch. In these changes of doctrine and 
organization, we recognize, to be sure, the establish- 
ment of a systenl analogous to that of the Old Testa- 
mcnt, alld, in a great degrce, with 11lore or less con- 
sciousness, nlodelled after it; but we discern 110 evi- 
dcnce of the presence of a distinct, controlling Ebiollite 
or judaizing party. 
In the forrgoing remarks we have not taken into 
view those inlportant writings, the epistle of Barnabas, 
thc epistle of Polycarp, and the Ignatian epistles,1 the 
prevailing drift of which is confessed to be distinctly 
Pauline. 2 It has been possible, as wc think, eOl1l- 


I We may observe that tl1e genuineness of the sl10rter Ignatian 
epistles-though they may have suffered interpolation-is not now 
impugned by judicious scholars. After tho discovery of the Syrian 
version of three of these epistles, I3unsen came out with the ha!3ty 
statement that only these, or 80 much of them as the Syrian version 
contained, are genuine. The Syrian translations, IlOwevcr, have 
been proved to be the product of an abridgment of the Ignatian 
originals, and to afford no evidence whatever ngainst the genuine- 
ness of the remaining four. 

 See Sd\ weg!Cl"'S 
Yachapo8tolücllC8 Zeitaltcr, B. I. 
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I)letely to refute the position of the Tübingen school 
by a plain analysis of their own evidence. N or have 
we thought it necessary to answer the criticism which 
is quick-scented enough to detect in Justin 1\lart)'1' a 
modicum of the judaizing leaven. Justin speaks 
mildly of the more liberal Ebionites who sought not 
to interfere with the freedOlll of the heathen con- 
verts; 1 and in the same spirit Paul wOlùd have 
spoken. Whoever will read with an impm'tial eye 
what Justin says of salvation by faith-that Abraham 
was justified "for thf' faith wl1Ïch . he had being yet 
in uncirclullcision" 2 (a statement doubtless borrowed 
from PalÙ) , or peruse what he says of the sabbaths 
and fasts of the Jmvs,3 or attend to his doctrine con. 
cerning the exalted dignity of Christ, will need no 
argument to convince him that Justin had no affinity 
with Ebionitism. 
The Church'in the era following the apostolic age 
was not swayed by Ebionitisl11. There was no party, 
save a party known and recognized as heretical, which 
was hostile to the Apostle Paul or called in question 
his right to be considered an apostle. IIowever the 
Church may have gradually lapsed from his interpreta- 
tion of the gospel, there was among orthodox Chris- 
tians no conscious and wilful opposition to l1Ïs doc- 
trine. The whole theory of an anti-Pauline, Ebionite 


1 Dial. c. Tl'yph., c. 41. 
2 Dial. c. Tl'yph., c. 23. 
I E. g. Dial. c. TrY1J11.; c. 19 seq. 
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Christianity in the second century, is not only unsup- 
ported by any solid evidence, but is positively proved 
to be false. Rathcr is it true that judaizillg Chris- 
tianity shrunk away and fell into a powerless sect, in 
the presence of the wide-spread establishment of the 
gospel among the hcathen, and when Jerusalem, the 
sacred seat of the ancicnt worship, becmne a heap of 
ruins. Pauline Christianity achieved the victory; and 
then in Gcntile churches thcmselves there sprung up 
conceptions of religion at variance with the spirit and 
tenor of the great apostle's teaching. 


II. 'Ye proceed to the second topic which we 
proposed to considcr- The Early Views concerning 
Christ, and the Doctrine of his Divinity. 
In common with the older Socinians, Bmu seeks 
to prove that the hUlnanitarian view of the person of 
the Saviour was the original doctrine, or the doctrine 
of t.he J cwish Christians, partly on the ground that 
the Ebionites of the post-apostolic period, thc rClllnant 
of the J uùaean church, adhcred to this conception, 
and werc unitarians of the humanitarian typc. 
In order to tcst the validity of this argul1lcnt, we 
3haIl have to state, as concisely as \VC ean, what is 
known respecting the rise and charactcr of the carly 
Ebionite partics.! 


I On this subject, there is nothing to superseùe the lucid, master- 
l
 dissertation of Gieseler in Släudlin u. Tzscltirner'iJ .Archil! fü'r 
Kirchengeschichte, iv. 2. Later im"c,tigations of Ye:mùm', Rc1!liemnnn 
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There is no doubt, as we have said above, that 
thcre were in the apostolic age two branchcs of the 
Church. The Gentiles, or the churches cOlnposed of 
the disciples of Paul, and " they of the circumcision", 
were distinguished by the fact that the latter kept up 
the observance of the Old Testament ritual. It IS a 
false position of Baur, as we affirm once III ore, tbat 
James, Peter, and the other Jerusalenl apostles, 
together with the body of the J udaean church, were 
disposed to disfellowsbip Paul and Ids disciples. Yet 
there was a party of Jewish Christians-the J udaizers 
-imbued with a pharisaical spirit, and including 
Illany former Inembers of the pharisaicnl sect, who 
were bent on lnaking circulncision obligatory upon the 
heathen converts, and were inimical to the Apostle 
Paul. There is reason to believe that the judaizing 
party grew in numbers in proportion as the Gentile 
branch of the clnlfch gained ill strength, and that 
their attacllluent to the ritual became lllore and nlOl'e 
fanatical. At the destruction of Jerusalem, the Jewish 
Christians had taken refuge for the tÏ111e in Pella and 
in the adjacent regions of eastern Palestine. But in 
conseq uence of repeated insurrections of the Jews, 
they were at length forbidden by 1ladrian CA. D. 135) 
to enter the new city which he established on the site 
of JerusalCJn; and the celebration of the }\Iosaic ritual, 


(in the work already notieeò), Dorner, and others, have rectified, 
however, the representations of Gieseler in certain particulars, and 
bave brought forward some new informa.tion. 
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whether by Jews or Jewish Christians, was interdicted. 
Thenceforward the Christian church at J erusalenl 
ceased to observe the ceremonial law, and was exter- 
nally, as well as in spirit, in full accord with the Gen- 
tile churches. 
Not far fronl the tilne when this decree was issued, 
we find Justin l\Iartyr 1 distinguishing between two 
classes of Jewish-Christian sectaries, with one of 
whom he can have 110 conll11uniol1, while he looks 
upon the other with charity. The first class observe 
the ceremonial law and insist that Gentile Christians 
shall observe it; the second class, though obsen'ing 
the law themselves, which Justin counts a weakness, 
yet freely tolerate their Gentile brethren and make no 
attempt to put the yoke of circumcision and sabLat11s .s cJ. 
upon them. It is plain that Justin has in n1Índ the 
two parties which arc known to later writers as 
Ebionites and N azarcnes; both however being fre- 
quently merged under the common name of Ebionite. 
J nstin imn1Cdiately proceeds to consider the opinion 
which was entertained by some Christians, thnt Christ 
did not preëxist, but is n mall, not essentially dis- 
tinguished from other men; and his language renders 
it clear that Jewish Christians are referred to. 
Irenaeus (who first uses the name Ebiollitcs) and 
Tertullian treat ELionitism as 3 heresy, and bring up 
the fact of the enmity of the sect to the Apostle Paul. 
rrhis antagonism to Paul, however, belonged, as we 
I Dial. c. Tryph., 47, 48. 
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know, only to the strict Ebionites, and was not shared 
by the n1Ïlder party of N azarenes. Origen explicitly 
distinguishes these two divisions of the Ebionite class. 
The fOrIner, he says, deny and the latter accept the 
n1Ïraculous birth of Christ from the Virgin. l Eusebius 
describing both parties under the common designation 
of Ebionites, yet distinctly states that a portion of 
thelll did not deny "that the Lord was born of the 
Virgin by the I-Ioly Ghost." 2 From J erJrne and 
Epiphanius, in the iatter part of the fourth century, 
we derive a 11101'e full explanation of the clmracteristic 
tenets of the different judaizil1g sects. Epiphanius 
describes a third class of Ebionites, who had mingled 
with their judaizing tenets theosophic or gnostical 
speculations and thus concocted a distinct and pf'CU- 
liar schmne of doctrine. One phase of this eclectic 
theology, as we have already explained, is presented in 
the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies. 3 The IIomilies, it 
win be remembered, along with other elements which 
separate their system from P1C dogmas of either of the 
two parties which we have just described, are yet 
Ebionite in their hostility to the Apostle Paul, their 
rejection of the doctrine of Christ's divinity, and in 
various other points. Jerome, who lived in the 
neighborhood of the Jewish Christians and held 
, 
intercourse with them, is our best authority, especially 
so far as the N azarenes are concerned. Both these 


1 Origen, c, Cels!tm, v. 61, also e, G5. 
2 Euseb., I.ib. III. c. 27. 3 Epiph., Hae1'. xxx. 
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parties made use exclusively of the Gospel of the 
I Iebrews, a gospel in the Aramaic dialect, which 
bore a near resemblance to the canonical Gospel of 
l\Iatthew. The Ebionites proper, however, unlike the 
K azarenes, rejected the first two chapters. Both ob- 
served the requirements of the ceremonial law. It is 
clear that the Ebionites proper considered J esns to be 
a mere man, begotten by a human father; a prophet, 
receiving the messianic call at his baptism, and endued 
at that time with the IIoly Spirit for the discharge 
of h:s office. 'Yithout circumcision, thcr0 was no 
salvation. Christ would come again to establish his 
throne at .Jerusalem and bring all nations into subjec- 
tion. 'Vhether the Nazarenes held the chiliastic, or 
sensuous millennial, doctrine of the stricter "Ebiollites, 
we cannot determine. 1 But in many features the 
N" azarenes were broadly distinguislled frOln this party 
of radical Judaizers. They rejected the pharisaical 
traditions and spirit. 'rhey bclieved that Jesus was 
conceived of the lIuly Ghost and born of a virgin. 
They cherished a fraternal feeling towarùs the Gentile 
Christians. 1.'hey honored t1le Apostle Paul. They 
waited, with longing, for the conversion of their Jewish 
countrymen to the faith in Christ. 
SUell, in brief, was the char:)('ter of the Jewish- 
Christian sects, as it is gathered from the fragmentary 
information to be gleaned from the }'athrrs. lr e 
cannot fail to recognize in the Ehionites proper the 


1 See, on this topic, Scblicm3.I1Il, s. 457. 
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descendants of the party of J udaizers wllo, during the 
life of Paul, displayed a fanatical opposition to his 
principles and person. Nor do we err in regarding 
the N azarenes as the successors of that milder party 
of J udaean Christians, who, under the lead of the 
apostles, observed, to be sure, the lm\'s and customs 
of their people, but were in fraternal union with Paul 
and his Gentile churches. The tenitorial situation of 
these post-apostolic sects, in Palestine and the yicinity, 
together with all the rest of the knowledge we possess 
concerning them, corroborates this view. 'Vhen and 
llOw did these parties separate from each other and 
form the rest of the church? 'Ve are not without the 
llleans of answering this question. Hegesippus, to- 
wards the end of the second century, states expressly 
that during the lifetime of the apostles, and down to 
the times of Trajan, thcre was no heresy or division in 
the J ernSalCll1 church, and that tIle first movements of 
this sort occurred after the death of Simeon, the suc- 
cessor of James, or about the year 108. Up to this 
time the Church had remained a pure and unspotted 
virgin-a lllode of expression signifyilJg the ahsence 
of heretical parties. l It may be tlIat little reliance is 
to be put upon the statement that an individual 
named 1'hebuthis was the first fomenter of schism, or 
that personal rivalry lay at the bottom of it; but as to 
the main chronological fact, there is no good reason 
for doubt. '\Vhcn thc final decree expelling the Jews 


I See Hcinichen's note (8) to Euseb., Lib. III. 32. 
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and Jewish ritual from Jerusalem, was issued, a large 
number of Hebrew Christians abandoned the cerenlO- 
nies of the law and identified themselves with the 
Gentile church. 1 But the Jewish Christians who were 
not prepared to take this step and were likewise un- 
prepared to give up their Christian faith altogether, 
were thrown into the position of separate sects. The 
precise relations of the two divisions of the judaistic 
party to each other, it is not so easy to determine. 
But this we know, that the nmue of the K azarenes had 
been applied from the beginning, by the Jews, to 
Christians generally; 2 and that the Nazarene party, 
in their principle relative to circmncision aHd their 
feeling towards Paul, harmonized with the liberal 
Jewish Christians of the apostolic age and were bitterly 
hated by the stricter Ebionites. It is natural, there- 
fore, to suppose, with Gieseler, that the ELionites 
proper--the strict J udaizers-broke off frolll the 
N azarenes at the time when IIegesippus states that 
heresy and division Legan. 'Vhen the Epistle to the 
IIebrews was written, or shortly before the destruction 
of Jerusalem by Titus, t1le j udaizing party had shown 
signs of ,rithdrawing itself from their more liberal 


1 Gieseler's Essay (in Stäudlin u. Tzschirncr), s. 325. Ilis refer- 
ences are to Epiph. de rondo et Mens. 
 15, and Sulpicius Severns, 
IIist. Sacr. II. 31. Where there is so great nn inllCrent probability 
tImt the fact was as they state, these authorities may be consiùered 
8ufficient. 
2 Paul was caned by his Jewish accusers" a ringleader of the sect 
of the Nazarcnes." Acts x
iv. 5. 
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countrymen and brethren. Here was the germ of the 
stricter Ebionite party. rrhat the word Ebionite is 
derived from a person bearing the nmne of Ebion, a 
fOLU1der of the sect, is probably a fancy of Tertullian, 
since no mention is Inade of such an individual by 
Origen, Irenacns, or any other previous writer. That 
the word signifies the narrow standpoint of the law, 
or the low views entertained concerning Christ, both 
of which interpretations are given by Origen, is equally 
improbable. It is more likely that it was one of the 
nmnes of opprobriuln early affixed by the Jews to 
believers in Jesus, on account of their actual poverty 
and social inferiority; though this poverty did not 
spring, as Baur would have it, from ascetic principles. 
This naIne continued to be applied to Jewish believers 
by their unbelieving countrymen, and was gradually 
appropriated, at least in Christian use, more specially 
to one branch of the Jewish separatists. 
The unsoundness of the argun1el1t drawn from the 
opinions of the Ebionitcs, against the supposition that 
the divinity of Christ was a part of the faith of the 
apostolic church, is easily exposed. In the first place, 
it is not true that the Nazarenes-the only portion of 
the Ebionites whose opinion on the subject is pertinent 
in the discussion-professed the humanitarian doc- 
trine. The }'athers unite in attributing to thenl a 
higher conception of Christ than was entertained. by 
the Inore bigoted faction. They believed in his mira- 
culous generation through the Spirit of God. 'Ye do 
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not find, indeed, that the hypostatic preëxistence of 
Christ was an article of their creed; but the absence 
of this tenet frOlll a theology not fully defined or de- 
\"eloped, is very different fronl the distinct rejection of 
it. Dorner cogently defends the ground which was 
formerly taken by Horsley, that the N azarenes are not 
to he counted among the disbelie\Ters in the Sayiour's 
divinity.l lIe shows that whcn Christ is styled, in a 
passage of their gospel, the Son of the IIoly Spirit, it 
is not the IIoly Spirit, the Sanctifier, hut the spirit of 
God in the lllore general sense, or God himself, that is 
meant. 2 Dorner holds that their view, though unde- 
fined, had more resenlblance to Patripassianism. But, 
in the second place, if the N azarenes of tlle second 
and third centuries zeere humanitarians, it would be 
entirely unwarrantahle to infer that the body of Jeru- 
salem Christians in the apostolic age were of the same 
nlind. rrhe Ebionites did not represent the type of 
faith and feeling which belonged to Peter, James, 
.T ohn, and th?ir disciples...j 'r e might as well infer 
 
that the faith of the Congregationalists of Boston at 
the end of the seventeenth century, must correspond 
to the faith uf thcir descendants at the end of the 
eighteenth. Great changes of doctrine imperceptibly 
occur; and this is n10re uasily the fact where doctrineg 
arc not srientificaHy defined. 'Ve haye historical 


1 Domer's Entwickelun[}3geschichte d. Leltre 'V. d. Person Chri.sti, 
B. 1. B. 30'7 scq. 

 Schliema.un mi
intcrprets these poetical expressioDs. 
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IJroof that such a change occurred in the case of the 
Jewish Christians. The Epistle to the flebrews, 
written to Palestinian Christians a short time before 
the capture of J erusalCll1 by Titus, is a warning 
against t11ese tendencies, of which actual apostasy on 
the part of some, and heretical Ebionitism on the 
part of others, were the proper fruit. Side by side 
with his arguments against keeping up the ì\Iosaic 
ritual, the author of the Epistle lays stress upon 
the exalted nature of Christ. It appears altogether 
probable that the disposition to take a lower than 
the apostolic view of the person of Christ, as 'well 
as a tenacious clinging to the obsolete ritual, were 
manifest dangers which the writer of this epistle 
endeavors to meet and to avert. vVhen the crisis 
occurred which con1pelled a choice, a portion of the 
J udaeal1 Christians gave up the law and cast in their 
lot with the Gentile Christians. The Ebionites were 
drgellerate IIebrew Christians. If there was an 
advance on the part of their brethren, on their part 
there was retrogression. Not only were they opposed 
to a logical and legitimate progress, they fell back from 
the tone and spirit of apostolic Christianity and a 
large portion of then1 settled down upon a lower vicw 
of Christ, according to ,vhich he was only a human 
prophet and lawgiver. 
'Ve are now prepared to judge of the truth of the 
oft-repeated statement that Christianity in its first 
stage was Ebionite. If this statement signify that 
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the apostles and the church, as a body, at Jerusalem, 
required heathen converts to be circulncised, it is false. 
If it signi(y that they were humanitarians in the doc- 
trine of Christ, it is likewise unfounded. If it mean 
that they were inimical to Paul, it is equally destitute 
of truth. If It mean that they lnade poyerty a duty 
and were a band of ascetics, it is not less contradicteù 
hy the eyidence. If it be intended simply that the 
.J cwish Christians continued to worship in the temple 
and, for themselves, to observe the law, so nluch is 
true. In the proper and ordinary acceptation of the 
tcrm, they were not Ebionites; and this appellation 
ran be rightly applied only to schismatical parties of 
a later date. 


'Vhen we follow BatH into the province of exege- 
sis, we find his statements still n10re fallacious. "\Ve 
allow that Christ is not presented in just the same 
aspect in the various books of the New rrcstamcnt, 
whether gospels or epistles. To say nothing of other 
grounds for a yariety of representation, it is true of 
every great chm'acter in history, that the impression he 
makes on diffcrent persons varies with their yaryillg 
individuality. One is taken up with a siùe which 
another partly overlooks. The Gospels do differ, 
though they do not dissent, from each other. The 
Synoptics dwell more on the special proof..:: of lllessiah- 
ship and on the future disclosure of Christ's exalted 
mIlk in the exercise of his office of judge. In John, 
21 
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the glory of Christ to be exhibited at the end of the 
world retreats more into the background, whilst the 
fact of his preëxistence is distinct and prominent. But 
essentially the SaIne conception of Christ is comlllon 
both to the Synoptics and to John. The same under- 
]ying unity is also characteristic of the remaining por- 
tions of the New Testament. 
1. l\Iatthew, who is confidently cla.imed as a repre- 
sentative of the humanitarian view, reany contains the 
same lofty conception of the person of Christ which is 
111et with later in the New Testmnent. The Christ of 
l\Iatthew is not merely a teachcr and lawgiver, not 
simply a channel for conveying truth to nlen. lIe 
himself, as the head of t.he new kingdom, a central 
object of faith and love, stands in the foreground. The 
faith of the centurion in his supernatural power is 
applauded; the little faith in hinl, on the part of the 
disciples, when the lake is tossed by the tel11pest, is 
rebuked; the fervent faith confessed by Peter, or 
Peter as the representative and embodiment of this 
faith, is declared to be the rock on which the Church 
is built. Christ is to be loved 11l0re than father or 
mother. All men are to eome to him to find rest 
In his name the Gentiles are to trust. Into his name, 
or fellowship, they are to be baptized. He is greater 
than Jonas, greater than Solomon, Lord of the Sab- 
bath-day. It is undeniable that the title of ., Son of 
God," especially when associated, as it is, with the 
antithetical title of "Son of l\Ian," is not only used 
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with a physical import, as referring to his miraculous 
birth, and an official import as an honorary title of the 

Iessiah, but denotes, also, a metaphJsical relation to 
God-a higher, divine nature. "JI!/ Father," is the 
usual and, as we think, the deeply significant lllotIe in 
which Christ alludes to the relation of himself to God. 
l\Ioreover, in the background of the eschatology in 

Iatthew is the conception of Christ as divine. lIe 
is to come in the clouds of heaven, in the glory of his 
l,'ather, attended by a rctinue of angels, the most 
exalted of created intelligences. He is to SUml1lOU 
together and to judge the entire race of mankind. 
flow shall this be done without omniscience? To 
our mind, the impression which this whole representa- 
tion is fittcd to l11ake, is wholly incol1g1'uous with the 
humanitarian doctrine. Very significant, as teaching 
that "Son of David" designates but one side of his 
being, and as likewise containing an implication of llÏs 
preëxistence, is the question to the Pharisees: if David 
(in the II Gth Psalm) call him Lord, how then is hc 
his son? There are not wanting passages, even in 

Iatthew, which closely resenlble, even in language, 
the J ohannean representation: "No man knowcth the 
Son Lut the Father, ncither knoweth any man the 
Father save the Son and he to whonlsoever the Son 
will reveal him;" 1 or, as it reads in Luke, " No man 
knoweth who the Son is but the Father, and who the 
Father is but the Son, anc1 he to whom the Son win 


I Matt. xi. 27. 
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reveal hiln." 1 How evident that" Son" is here not a 
luere official designation! Christ is the sole Revealer 
-in the language of John, the Logos or Word! lIe 
and the Father lllutually know each other; and from 
the direct knowledge of either, all other beings are 
precluded! IIere is presented a necessary incident, 
one of the constituent elelllents, we had almost said, 
of the Saviour's divinity. It is true that Christ is 
subordinate to the Father. The historical Christ, tl1e 
\V orcl made flesh, both in the New rrestmnent and in 
the creed of the Church, is subordinate to the Father. 
A kind of subordination, not inconsistent with full and 
proper divinity, belongs even to the preëxistent Christ, 
as the Nicene formularies, in agreement with the New 
rrestament, imply. 
2. The Epistles of Paul which Baur chooses to 
consider genuine, teach the same doctrine concernIng 
Christ as do the Epistles which he rejects. According 
to Baur, the principal peculiarity of Paul's doctrine is 
the ascription to Christ of a sort of celestial humanity, 
whereby he is distinguished frm11 Adam. Dropping 
the interpolated Ò XÚQlO; from the t
xt in 1 Cor. 
xv. 47, he holds that Paul sets the earthly, psychical 
nature of the first Adam, in which the gern1s of sin 
and death were inherent, in contrast with the second 
Adam, who, instead of springing frOl11 the ground, is 
constituted, so to speak, of a higher, heavenly stuff. 
:r\ ow Paul does, to be sure, in confoflnity wi.th 


1 Luke x. 32. 
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Genesis, ascribe mortality to the unfallen Adam, the 
exemption from that lot 11aving been the destined, 
but forfcited reward of obedience. 1 But his whole 
theology is utterly opposed to the conception of sin as 
originating in a physical imperfection and as forn1Ïng a 
necessary stage in the development of hlullanity. Sin 
is man's act; it is :ra(Já
rúJflu-transgression of a 
law, llOly, just, and good. Sin with Paul is ethical, 
not physical. And as to the declaration respecting 
Christ, the second Adam, that he is from hem'en 
(t:'
 OÙ(!U1/OÙ), it means either that thence he is to 
appear in his glorified body (comp. Phil. iii. 20)-sucll 
is the interpretation of 
Ieyer; or, that he is a n1all 
supernaturally introduced into the race. 2 Bam.'s 
interpretation is not legitimately drmY!1 frolll the pas- 
sag
, but read into it. In 1 Cor. viii. 6, the pre- 
cxistence of Christ is distinctly and undeniably assert- 
ed, and with it the creation of the universe by hÜn 
" one Lord Jesus Christ, by 'lchom are all thinf/s." To 
refcr this expression to the moral crcation, or the 
rcdemptive work of Christ, as Baur does, though not 
without evident n1Ïsgivings, is arbitrary and forbiddcn 
by the context-the "an things" in this clause being 
obviously identical with the " all thillgS " of the clause 


1 Compare with these passages of Paul, Gen. iii. 19, 22, 24. The 
ticripturaJ doctrine respecting the connection of sin with death, 
together with the sense of 1 Cor. X\T. 46 seq., is the subject of :m 
aUe discussion in Julius Mü]]er's Leltre 'D. d. Sunde, R. II. s. 400 seq. 
2 ThiR last meaning Neander prefers, in his posthumous Commen- 
tary on the Epistles to the Corinthians. 
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preceding, where the creation is attributed, in opposi. 
tion to polytheism, to 011e God. In 2 Cor. viii. 9, is 
another undeniable assertion of the preëxistence of 
Christ and of the incarnation: "Y e know the grace 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, that though he was rich, yet 
for your sakes he became poor, that ye through l1Ïs 
poverty might be rich." The descent of Christ fronl 
a preëxistent glory to a state of humiliation is here 
definitely declared. The blessings of salvation come 
to us because Christ, from being rich, consented to 
become . poor. It cannot mean, as Baur would have 
it, that in order to enrich us with grace, Christ, who 
was rich in grace, was in a condition of poverty; for 
if this were the sense, we HUlst understand, if we 
would save the text from confusion of t.hought, that he 
becmne poor ill grace! On the question whether Patù 
held to any real preëxistence of Christ, in any other 
way than as the typical man and as all types ideally 
preëxist, Baur is undecided but leans to the negative. 
The preëxistence of Christ in Paul, he says, "is vague 
and anlbiguous." 1 On the contrary, we affirm that 
these passages, not to ll1ention what other Epistles, 
falsely called spurious, furnish to the same effect, 
exhibit in different language the equivalent of John's 
doctrine of the Logos. 
Baur finds in these other Epistles an advance 
upon the conception in the accepted four, but still a 
fonn of doctrine below that of John. He misinter. 


1 ])as Christmtlw1n, etc. s. 314. 
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prets, however, Phil. ii. Q-a text containing a VIeW 
of Christ identical with that of tbe passage last con1- 
mCl1tecl on. "'Vho being in the fOrIn of God," says 
Paul, "thought it not robbery to be equal with God, 
but made himself of no reputation "-literally, emptied 
himself-" and took upon hiul tbe form of a servant." 
Here BatH' confesses that preëxistence and a near 
relationship to God are predicated of Christ. But the 
equality with God-expressed in the i6a ÐuJ--was 
not possessed, Baur claims, until lIe had passed 
through the hUllliliation of an earthly life and the cross, 
and had been raised frOlll it to that pitch of exaltation. 
But that the true and proper Divinity, expressed in 
the phrase just quoted, is predicated of the preëxistent 
Christ, is evident from the expression, "in the form 
of God," contrasted as it is with "the form of a ser- 
vant" which lIe assumed. lIe was in the form of 
God; his 1110de of existence was divine; the attributes 
and glory of God pertained to him. In purposing to 
descend to save luan, he chose not to appear in the 
glories of Divinity; he let go his condition of equality 
"ith God instead of bcing eagcr to kcep llOld upon it, 
or-as he is figured in the act of parting with it-to 
la!! hold of it, and assumcd humanity. Is there 110t 
here the precisc equivalent of the Johanuean doctrine 
of a rclincluished di\'ille glory, in which he is after- 
ward
 reinstated? 1 
rfhe Epistle to the IIebrews and the Apocalypse 


I John xvii. 5. 
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are ranked by Baur between the Epistles of Paul which 
he considers genuine, and the rest which bear his 
nanle. I 1'hey contain a doctrine, Baur says, between 
the hUll1anitarian view and that highest view of 
Christ's person which he finds in the Gospel and the 
first Epistle attributed t.o John. But in the descrip- 
tion of Christ, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, as the 
Brightness or Effulgence of God's glory, and the ex- 
press Ï1nage of his person, and as sitting down, after 
he had purged away our sins, at the right hand of the 
1Iajcsty on High (IIeb. i. 3), there is presented the 
same conception which we have found in Phil. i.i. 1 û. 
And as to the Apocalypse, when BanI' allows that in 
this book Christ "not only shares with God the same 
power and dominion and the same honlage, but is also 
clothed with predicates which seem to leave room for 
no essential distinction between hiln and God," 2 he 
virtually allows the yalidity of the orthodox inter- 
pretation, and his subsequent, halting attempts to 
qualify and invalidate this admission fail of their end. 


In regard to the theological doctrine of the Person 
of Christ in the post-apostolic age, Bmu is brought 
by his philosophy into an important disagreement 
with the olùer Socinians. Baur considers the I-Iomo- 
öusion of the Nicene creed to be the logical and legiti- 


I We may observe that one of the TÜ.ùingen leaders, Hilgenfeld, 
has rctracteù his denial of the genuineness of the Epistle to the 
Colossians anù the ht Epistle to the Thessalonians. So mutable 
is "criticism." 2 Das OlLristcntlwrn, etc. s. 315. 
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mate development of the Christian idea. 'fhe forms 
in wl1Ích the doctrine was stated-the Logos termino- 
logy, in particular-were taken from the Alexandrian 
Jewish philosophy. But the mature Christian doc- 
trine, as to its contents, was not a conglomerate of 
beliefs before existing. It was not, as Socinians have 
charged, a theft from Platonism. Yet the reader 
would be deceived if hc supposed that Baur regards 
Christ as the Nicene Fathers rcgarded him. The 
IIomoöusion, in l1Ïs theory, does not represent an ex- 
clusiv,' and peculiar distinction of Christ. lIe, by 
the impression he nmde on men, only gave occasion 
to the process of speculation which terminated in the 
Nicenc formula. This formula has value to Baur, 
only as a symbol expressive of the union of the finitc 
and the infinite, the Fantheistic oneness of Ulan and 
God. "\Yith us the IIomoöusion only defines what 
Christ was in reality-the rank that belonged to him 
in distinction f1'0111 all other sons of mcn. 1'he process 
of theology was the effort to statc the impression pro- 
duccd by the person of Christ and by his declarations 
concerning himself. It did not add to the contents 
of the earliest faith; it simply cyoh-ed that faith in a 
scientific form. The IIomoöusion was not the 111ere 
climax of a course of thought, of which the historical 
Person of Christ was the moving spring but which 
passcd above and beyond the starting point. Christ 
'was all that he \yas seen to be in the disciples' faith 
find declared to be in the lnature form of the creed. 


. . 
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Connected with the false position of Baur that the 
earliest doctrine--the first step in the lnetaphysical 
process-was hU111anitarian, are historical statements 
either unfounded or exaggerated. The prevailing 
view of Christ which was taken in the Roman church 
through the greater part of the second century, Baur 
holds to have been Ebionite. This theory about the 
opinions of the Roman church }las been thoroughly 
refuted. The intimate fellowship of Irenaeus with 
that church, as Neander has remarked, is sufficient to 
create the strongest presumption against Baur's 
hypothcsis. But the Artemonites, Baur reminds us, 
affirmed that their doctrine, which was IllOnarchianisnl 
in the humanitarian form, had been the doctrine of 
the church of Rome up to Zephyrinus. So t11ey 
affirmed that thcir doctrine was that of the apostles, 
John included, for they received his Gospel. But 
Eusebius, to whOln we are indebted for this informa- 
tion, adds that their declarations were denied and 
were met by appeals to the early writers anù ancient 
hymns, in which the divinity of Christ was said to be 
attested. l l\Ioreover, thanks to the newly discovered 
lIippolytus, it is not only ascertained that Zephyrinus 
was a Patripassianist, holding thus to an extreme 
fOI1uula of Christ's divinity, but it is now settled that 


1 El1seb., Lib. V. c. 28. In refutation of the statement that tho 
humanitarian doctrine had pre\ai1eù IIp to Zephyrinl1s it was mgeù, 
as Euseùius states, that Victor his preùecessor had expelled Theo- 
dotus the Currier from the church, for holding tllat opinion. 


, 
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one, if not two, other bishops of the Roman churc11 
about that time, adopted the same doctrine. Patripas- 
sianism, of which the Sabellian theory is the offspring, 
could never have sprung from Jewish or judaizing 
influences. It is the antipode of the humanitarian 
doctrine. Yet the fact is, that whilc adherents of the 
latter doctrine gained no foothold at Rome, the Patri- 
passianist leaders found grcat favor and eyeu won over 
two, if not three, bishops to their opinion. It is thus 
demonstrated that the anterior opinions at R0111e were 
in no sense Ebionite. 1 Indeed, we learn from IIip- 
polJtus-fr01n ",h0111 it is ascertained that Zephyrinus 
cmbraccd the Patripassianist doctrine-that the rrrini- 
ty in the form of hypostatical subordinationism, in 
which, also, he is himself a believcr, was the nlode of 
view previously !)reyailing at Rome. 
Baur would reverse the usual view of the course 
which history took. He claims that humanitarian, or 
Ebionite, 1110narchianisnl (for he confounds the two) 
was the first belief. rfhis was followed Ly a Patri- 
passian lllOnarchianislll. The Logos doctrine nlcdiated 
betwecn the two and culminated in the spurious gos- 
pel of John, while Artcmonism or thc humanitarian 


1 We shou1d not forget to remind the reader that the human- 
itarian monarchianism differed from the orùinary Ebionite view in 
giving no such èxaggerated importance to the bapti
m of Jesus and 
the endowments which he was thought to have them received. 
Neither unitarianism springing up within the Catho1ic church, nor 
ritualism there, i.s to be confounded, either historica11y or doctrinalIy, 
with Ebiouitism. 
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party at the end of the second century, was a reaction 
in behalf of the original belief. But, apart from 
explicit proof of the early and widely diffused Logos 
terminology, how impossible that Patripassianism 
should have been the child of the humanitarian view 
lying at the opposite extrelne! I-Iow impossible that 
Patripassianists should have been pacified and satisfied 
with the Logos doctrine! How singular that Patri- 
passianists in seeking to support their own theory 
against it, should have appealed to this very gospel of 
J olm, a recent fiction of their adversaries! In truth, 
there is decisive proof that Inonarchianism sprung up 
by the sid
 of the Logos theology, from tIle difficulty 
felt by certain minds in respect to the immanent 
Trinity; the humanitarian form among persons of a 
rationalistic turn; the Patripassian among those who 
were disposed to exalt Christ to the utmost. 
In the study of ante-Kicene writers on the ques- 
tion of Christ's divinity, it is above all things impor- 
tant to understand the true principle of theological 
development. There is not an addition to the contents 
of Scripture nor to the truth ell1braced in faith; but 
theology is the scientific statelnent of the teaching of 
Scripture and of the objects of faith. The scientific 
statement may be, and at the outset is likely to be, 
defectiye. Some essential element is omitted. Somc 
incongruous element is introduced. Subsequent in- 
vestigation anù the light shed by controversy, remedy 
the fault; 311<1 the doctrinal statement advances nearer 
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to an exact interpretation of the Christian faith. l 
Controversialists on both sides have erred in oyerlook- 
ing this distinction. They have either hastily inferred 
that an ante-Kicene .Father is Arian, because his 
phraseology is inexact and might indicate Arian opin- 
ions, if uttered two centuries later, when the line 
between the Arian and Athanasian doctrine had been 
sharply drawn; or they have attempted to strain these 
defective statements into coincidence with the Nicene 
watchwords. From tbis last error, in consequence of 
ignoring the true principle of doctrinal development, 
so great and deeply learned a writer as Bull is not 
free. 
For ourselves, we are convinced that the ante- 
Niccne "Titers not only believed in the incarnation 
and the preëxistence of Christ, but also exalted him, 
in their faith, aùove the category of creatures. ffhis is 
true when they are not consistent in their language, 
and fall into phraseology which clashes, not only with 
other statements of their own, but with the truth 
which they had at heart. cc As concerns the church 
doctrine respecting the Son of God, the Church frmll 
the beginning has recognized in the person of Christ, 
as he had appeared on earth, a superhuman, yea, 
divine manifestation, nature, power, glory. This was 
even their peculiar doctrinc-the object round which 


1 For good remarks on the distinction to be made betwecn cor- 
rectness of faith and correctness in the statement of it, see Dr. 
Shedd's History of Doctrine, VoL 1. p. 24:6 seq. 
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all theIr thoughts clustered. At first, just as was the 
case with the apostles, the foundation of this ideal 
apprehension of Christ rested more in feeling and in a 
living necessity of their nature, and the thought was 
grasped and held in a diversified, free form." 1 Such 
is the conclusion of one of the n10st impartial and 
thoroughly learned of the recent writers on the history 
of doctrine. I-Ie proceeds to add that the parties, in 
the first two centuries, who called in question this 
ca.rdinal truth, were either, like the Ebionites, outside 
of the pale of the Church, or, like the Artemonitcs, 
alien from its spirit. As Neander has said, there was 
a consciousness that the Redeemer was be from whom 
the creation proceeded, through whOln all things were 
luade that were :MADE. In the doctrine of the Son, or 
the 'V ord, as the revealer of the invisible God, and of 
tIle necessity for such a Inec1iator, the essential ele- 
ments of the orthodox conception are really involved. 
" No man hath seen God at any time." As l-Ie is in 
himself, lie is not directly visible, cognizable, to any 
creature. The Revealer IllUSt be, of course, another 
than God; and yet not another as a creature is 
anot.her, because in this case he \yould, by the supposi- 
tion, stand at a distance frOln the being whom lIe is to 
reveal, instead of really bringing that being to the 
knowledge and contact of created intelligences. 
'fhesè remarks will be found to be verified by a 
candid examination of the early Fathers. Even 


I B::mmgarten-Crusius, Dogmengeschichte, B. II. s. 143. 
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Hennas, a ROlllan Christian, who is thought by some 
to be so infected with Ebionite tendencies, ascribes 
to Christ an existence prior to that of any creature, 
and a participation in the work of creation: "filius 
quiclelll Dei on1ni creatura antiquior est ita ut in 
consilio Patri suo adfuerit ad conclendmll creaturmll." 1 
flow emphatically are the Saviour's preëxistence and 
divinity asserted in that gem of the early literature, 
the anonymous epistle to Diognet! 2 It is still 
doubted whether in Justin )Iartyr the preëxistent 
\Vord is hypostatic-personal-before God's purpose 
to create is about to be carried into effect; but J us- 
tin's idea of emanation takes the \V orù out of the 
category of creatures, even though, now and then, he 
may fall into expressions which are not logically cohe- 
rent with this IJosition. \Vhen he attributes all true 
knowledge of divine things, even an10ng the heathen, 
to the enlightenment that proceeds from the 'V ord, 


1 IIermas, Lib. III. simi1. IX., XII. The use, in the early writer
, 
of such terms ae; "Spirit" anù "Holy Spirit," sometimes to designate 
the preëxistent Christ as an equivalent of Logos, and sometimes in a 
genel o al sense for God: or the opmoative energy of God, has given rise 
to many mistakes. It has been erroneously concluded that the Holy 
Spirit, i. e. the Sanctifil'r, was not held to be nn hypostasis distinct 
from the preëxistent Chrbt, and that the personality ofthe Holy Spirit, 
i. c. the Sanctifim", was not an article of belief. These mistakes are 
admirably expo:5ed and eXplained llY Baumgarten-Crnsius, in ß pas- 
sage of llÌs ])nr;menfJcschichte, B. II. s. 178 seq. 
2 C. 7, 8. See nlso Clem. 1 Cor. cc. 36, 60, 16, 22 
 Barnabas, c. 
6 (the comment on Gen. 1 : 26); Ignatius, ad Phil. c. 9; ad Jlar;n. c. 
8; ad Palge. c. 3; Polyc., ad Phil. c. 3, c. 7 (where is quoted John 
iv. 3). 
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and Inakes the preëxistent Christ the divine subject in 
the theophanies of the Old Testament, who speaks to 
the patriarchs and to l\Ioses out of the fire, there 
naUling himself the self-existcut l aJJl/ the character 
of Justin's theology is evident. The Nicene creed, be 
it remeIl1bered, though denying (against the Arians) 
that the Son had a beginning of existence, and pre- 
dicating of hÍ1n coequal divine perfections, did not 
reject all suhordination. It denied that sort of sub- 
ordinatioll which would imply that the Son is not truly 
and properly divine, and ".ould reduce 11Ïln to the rank 
of a creature. In Ircnaeus and Tertullian we discover 
the continued endeavor to grasp and combine the 
various elements that were involved in the Christian 
faith. A oncness of the Son with the Father, which 
is yet not an identity-an elevation of the Son above 
all creaturcs, above all things made-which yet shall 
not intrench upon a pure nlonotheism, are obviously 
ainlCd at in their doctrinal constructions. Origen 
contributes one Ï1nportant element, a clear statelnent 
of the timeless character of the generation of the Son. 
Finally the )\icene Fathers, having before them the 
opposite errors of Arius and Sabellius, hit upon n 
xtatement which excludes both. 
There is no proof that the humanitarian doctrine 
of Christ-that type of lllonarchianism-ever prevailed 
extensively in the Church or at any time was the 
creed of more than a nlÍnor party, who were out of 


1 .Apol., I. 63. 
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sympathy with the general faith. Justin l\lartyr, in 
arguing with the Jew, mentions that some, WhOll1 the 
connection if not the proper reading of the text shows 
to have been converted Jews, considered Christ to be 
a luere human prophet. But the whole tone of the 
passage implies that they constitute a small party in 
dissent from the great current of belief. Tertullian, in 
the well-known passage in which he says that the 
unenlightened, who always compose the majority of 
Christians, are inclincd to monarchianism, being per- 
plexed by the economical or hypostatic trinity-a 
passage which even IIase wrongly applics to the 
humanitarian class-unquestionably has in ulind the 
Patripassianists, against whom his treatise is directed. 
Thc same is true of ccrtain passages in Origen, which 
have been sometimes quoted to prove tlle prevalence 
of a humanitarian theology.1 


1 Tertu1lian, (ull'. Praxeam, c. 3: "Simplices quique, ne dixerim 
impruùentes et idiotae, quae lI1
or semper credentium pars est, 
quoniam et ipsa regula fidci a pluriLus diis sacculi aù ullicUlll et yerum 
Deum tmnsfert, expavescunt ad ollCovoJlLav,"-the hypostatic trinity. 
":Monarchiam, inquiunt, tenemus." X eander justly understands this 
passage and corresponding statements of Origcn, 38 refcrring to the 
Patril'tls!'ian class of MOllarchians. See his CIW1'c1t Ilist01.Y p.m. 
trans1.), Y01. I. p. 578. The erroneous remark of Ha..e is in liÏs 
llirchcn(JcschicMe, 8. 100. 
The word Ùliotac has often Lecn mistranslated. Even Horsley 
fell into the error of rendering it idiots-a slip which Priestley was 
not sluw to remind him of, and which Horsley <lcfcnde<1 a" well as 
he could. Bcntley ('aught Collins in a similar error. See Bentley's 
Pltil. Lip.'I., in his collected Works, Vol. III. p. 2G3. Idiota means 
originalJ)p a prh"ate person, in di.,tiuction frum unc in puhlIc statiun : 
2
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On the whole, we must conclude that the historical 
theory of Baur, although he has brought uncommon 
learning and ingenuity to the support of it, is an 
example, not of historical divination, but rather of 
arbitrary, artificial construction. It is one more 
illustration of the power of a preconceived theory to 
distort the perceptions of a strong understanding. 
Unquestionably, new light has been thrown upon the 
origin of the Church, but nothing has been brought 
forward which tends to alter essentially the received 
conception of early Christian history. 


then an unenliglttened person-a man of plebeian understanding. 
Idiot stands in Wic1iffe's translation, in 1 Cor. xiv. 16, where 
unlea1'llul is found in our version. People of this sort, Tertullian 
says, found it hard to see the difference ùetwcen hypostatic trinity 
.. · and tritheism. They preferred the Patripassian view because it was 
easier. 
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TIlE MYTHICAL THEORY OF STRACSS.l 


THE peculiar fonn of unbelief which in our time 
has been brought forward to invalidate the testÏlnol1Y 
to the n1Ïracles of the Gospel, is the l\lythical Theory; 
and the leading expounder and advocate of that theory 
is David l"rederic Strauss. The Life of Christ, by 
Strauss, is an extensive and elaborate work. The 
author, if not a man of the profounclest learning, is 
nevertheless a trained and well-read theologian. 
Adopting a theory which, at least in the breadth of 
its application, is a novel one, he yet ski1fully avails 
himself of everything which has heen urged in the way 
of objection to the truth of the Gospel history fronl the 
side of ancient or modern skepticism. lIe knows how 
to weaye into his indictment charges drmvn frOlll the 
most opposite quarters. lIe is quite ready to borrow 
aid from 'V oolston, the ".,. oIfenbüttel Fragmcnt.ist, and 
other deistical writers, whose pl1ilosophy in general he 
repudiates. Thus, in his work, there are brought 


. .. 


1 DaB Lc"lJen Jctm, kl'itisch bem'beitel, 'ton Dr. Da'I:Íd Friedrich 
Strauss. 4 A. Túbingen: 1840. 
Streitsclt l' if ten zur Ye1.theidigung, &c., Ton Dr. Davicl Friedrich 
Strauss. TÜbingen: 1841. 
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together and braided together the difficlùties In the 
New 1'cstanlent history which all past study lmd 
brought to light, find the objections which the 
ingenuity of unbelievers, frOll1 CeJsus to Paulus, had 
found it possible to suggest. It is the last and 
strongest word that skeptical criticisln will be able 
to utter against the evangelical narratives. In the 
arrangement and presentation of his 111atter, the work 
of Strauss is distinguished by a rhetorical skill that is 
rarely surpassed. He knows what it will do to assert 
roundly, what is best conveyed by an insinuation, 
what is 1110re effectively suggested in the form of an 
inquiry. I-Ie knows how to put in the foreground 
whatever seenlS to favor his position, and to pass 
lightly over considerations having a contrary tendency. 
The currency obtained by the work of Strauss, and its 
influence, are very 11llich due, also, to the transparency 
of his style. In the exhibition of the 11lost complex 
details, the remarkable clearness and fluency that 
belong to his ordinary composition are fully preserved. 
It will not be denied that Strauss has presented the 
most plausible tlleory which can be presented from the 
un believing side, and has Inade it as captivating as the 
nature of the case will adlnit. This theory we now 
proceed to examine. l 
Although Strauss undertakes to construct a life of 


1 In connection with Strauss.s principal work, the Stl'eílJ1ch1-iften, 
or polemical tracts in reply to 11is reviewers, which he himself col- 
lected into a volume, will receive attention. 
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Christ, it is plain that the great question before his 
mind is the question of the truth or falsehood of thc 
narratives in the New Testament which record mira- 
cles. Strange to say, he lays down at the beginning 
the critical eanon that a miracle is never to be believed, 
and that the narrative in which it is found is, so far at 
least, unhistorical. ffhat is to say, he begs the ques- 
tion which it is one prime object of his book to discuss. 
lIi
 entire work is thus a petitio jJriJlcipii. :FrOlll a 
scientific point of view, therefore, it has, strictly speak- 
ing, no claim to consideration. 'Yhen we call to mind 
the names on the roll of science which are counted 
among the believers in miracles, such as Pascal, Kep- 
ler, Sir Isaac Newton, not to speak of nmnes 11ropor- 
tionaUy eminent among scientific Blen at the present 
day; and when we think how much of the loftiest in- 
tellect the world has seen has likewise put faith in 
these New Testmnent narratives; when, moreover, we 
remember that nlankind have generally believed, and 
do now believe, in nlÏracnlous events of some sort, we 
must pronounce the pretended axiom that miracles 
are impossihle, to be, in every sense of the word, an 
assumption. 'Ve waive this point, ho\\'ever, and pro- 
ceed to consider the positive theory of Strauss. 


'Vhat is a myth? Å myth is, in f01'ln, a llal1'a- 
tive; resem hlillg, in this respect, the fable, parable, 
and allegory. But unlike these, the idea or feeling 
from \vhich. thc myth springs, and which, in a sensc, it 
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embodies, is not reflectively distinguished frOll1 the 
narrative, but rather is blended with it; the latter 
being, as it were, the native forrn which the idea or 
sentÏ1nent spontaneously assumes. l\Ioreover, there is 
no consciousness on the part of those fro1l1 whom the 
myth enlanates, that this product of their fancy and 
feeling is fictitious. The fable is a fictitious story, 
contrived to inculcate a 1110ra1. So, the parable is a 
similitude frmned for the express purpose of represent- 
ing abstract truth to the imagination. Both fable and 
parable are the reslùt of conscious invention. In both, 
the symbolical character of the narrative is distinctly 
recognized. From the Inyth, on the contrary, the cle- 
lllent of deliberation is utterly absent. There is no 
questioning of its reality, no criticism or inquiry on 
the point, but the most simple, unreflecting faith. A 
like habit of feeling we find in children, who, delight- 
ing in narrative, improvise narrative. It is difficult for 
us to imagine that childlike condition of mind which 
belongecl to the early age of nations, when the crea- 
tions of personifying sentiment and fancy were endued, 
in the faith of those fronl whom they sprung, with this 
unquestioned reality. It is almost as difficult as to 
reproduce those states of mind in which the fundamen- 
t:tl peculiarities of language-germinate; peculiarities in 
respect to which the philological explorer can only say 
t hat so lu::mkind in their infancy looked upon things 
and actions. But there is no doubt as to the fact that 
the 111ythologies had this character. They are the 
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spontaneous growth of childlike imagination, originated 
and cherished in the full, because unthinking, belief in 
their reality. So the Greek lli)thology sprung into 
heing. l The popular imagination, unhindered by any 
knowledge of laws and facts which science could not 
suggest, because science was not born, peopled tlle 
groves and Inountains, the sea and air, with divinities, 
whose existence and ,,-hose deeds, forming the theme 
of song and story, were the object of uniyersal faith. 
The ahlest of the nlodern writers upon antiquity, such 
as Ottfried :ßhiller and :\11'. Grote, have 111atle it clear 
that frequently there was no historical basis for these 
mythological stories, and that, in the absence of expli- 
cit evidence, we have no right to assunle a nucleus of 
fact at their foundation. 'rhey III a)' ha\'e been-fre- 


1 The reader will perhaps be reminded of the beautiful liues of 
Wo
dsworth : 
"Iu that fair clime the lonely llerdsman, stretch'd 
On the soft grass, through half a summer's day 
With music Jull'd his indolent repose j 
And, in some fit of weariness, if he, 
When his 0\\ n breath was silent, chanced to hear 
A di
tant strain, far sweeter than the sounùs 
Whicll his poor skill could make, his fancy fetch'd 
Even from the blazing chariot of the sun 
A beardlc
s youth, who touched a golden lute, 
And fill'd the illumined groves of ravbhment. 
The nightly hunter, lifting up his eyes 
Towards the cresceç.t moon, with gmteful heart 
Call'd on the lovely wanderer, who bestow'd 
That timely light to share l1Ïs joyous sport: 
And hcnce a Llooming gudde:,,, :md her n,rmph:;." 
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quentI y, at least, they were-the pure creation of the 
lnythopæic faculty; the incarnated faith and feeling of 
a primitive age, wben scientific reflection had not Jet 
set bounds to fancy. Science brought reflection. The 
attempt of Euemerus to clear the mythical tales of 
improbabilities and incongruities, and to find at tl)e 
bott0111 [t residulul1 of veritable history, and the 
attempts of both physical and 1110rnl philosophers 
to elicit from then1 an allegorical sense, are, one and 
all, the fruit of that skepticism ,rhich culture brought 
with it, aud proceed upon a totally false view of the 
Inanner in 1yhich the myths originate. 'Vhell tbese 
theories came up, the spell of the old faith was already 
broken. They m'e the efforts of nationalism to keep 
up some attachment to obsolete beliefs, or to save 
itself frOlll conscious irreverence or popular displeasure. 
A state of nlind had arisen, wholly different frOll1 that 
which prevailed in the credulous, unreflecting, child- 
like period, when a common fear or faith Clubodied 
itself spontaneously in a fiction which was taken for 
faeL l 


1 rpon the nature of the myth, see K. O. 
Iül1et"s PI'olcfJomena 
zu einer uissc1l8chaftlicllen Mythologic (182.1), The recently puh- 
lished lectures of Schelling on the Introduction to JfytlLOlogy (see 
Sche1Jing'8 SÜmmtlic1te Trcrke, II. Abth. I.), are a very able and 
elabcrate discussion. Schelling examines at length the various 
theories .which have been proposed to account for the origin of 
mythology, including those of Heyne, IIermann, Hume, V 088, Creu- 
zer, and otLcrt'. IIe disproves all the irreligious l)Jpotheses :md 
expounds in an interesting and profound way l)is own yjew, which is 
the same in spirit as that of Miiller, although the latter, in tlw ol'in- 
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As we have ilnpliecl, back of the authentic history 
of most nations lies a lllythical era. And whenever 
the requisite conditions are present, the 11lythopæic 
instinct is active. The middle ages furnish a striking 
example. The fountain of sentiment and fancy in the 
uncultured nations of Europe divaricated, so to speak, 
into two channe]s, the religious myth and the nlyth of 
chiyalry. 'Yhen we have eliminated from the iInmense 
l1lass of legendary history which forms the liyes of the 
Saints \\'hat is due to pious frauùs (though these pre- 
suppose a ready faith), and what is historical, being 
due to morbid or otherwise extraordinary psyc11010gical 
states, and, if the reader so pleases, to miracle, there 


ion of Schellinf! (p. HJ9), has not applied his theory to the first 
origination of the conceptions of tIle gods, but rather to their mytJlO- 
logical doings-the m,ythological låstory. Schelling fipplauùs the 
remarks of Coleridge on this subject, find says that he gi,"es the 
latter a dispensation for the nl1eged free borrowing from his writings, 
in return fur the ::;ingle word which Coleridge has sugge
tell as a 
proper ùe
cription of myths. They are not alllgorical, says Cole- 
ridge, Llit tllutegorica1. Schelling also maintains that the primiti,"e 
religion of mankinù was" relative monotheism," tIUtt is, the worship 
of one God who is not known in his absolute character. Thence 
polytlJei:'\m aro
e, so that this one God was only the first of a series. 
"\Ve may also refer thc reader to the sixtecnth and se,"enteenth 
chapters of the first volume of Crote.s Ilistory of OJ'CCCC. Mr. Grote 
shows the spontaneity that characterizes the origin of myths. In 
some other importal\t respects, his vie\\' is defecth-e. K 0 theory 
that does not explicitly take nccount of the truths cxpres
cd by Pnul 
in ROIllans, i. 21, and Acts, xvii. 23 seq., can be consill
rcd batisfac- 
tor,)'. A religious nature in man and a fall from tlw communion of 
the one living Goll, must ùe }>loesupposcd, if \\'e woultl e
plain tIle 
mythologies. 
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still remain a multitude of narratives inyolving super- 
natural events, which last have no foundation whatever 
in fact, but were yet thoroughly believed by those from 
whose fancy, enlivened and swayed by re1igious senti- 
ment, they emanated. 
Strauss was not the first to suggest that l)ortions of 
the biblical history are nlyths; but Strauss it is WllO 
has applied the n1ythical theory in detail and at length 
to the Gospel narratives, and with the aid of this 
theory has attempted to divest the life of Christ of all 
supernatural elemellts,-all these being pronounced 
mythological. Strauss opposes, on the one hand, 
believers in the Inirac1es, and, on the other, the advo- 
cates of the so-called "natural exposition," of whom 
Paulus was the chief. Paulus was the German Eue- 
111e1'US, holding the New Testmnent nalTatives of 
n1Ïraclcs to be erroneous conceptions and amplifica- 
tions of historical m-ents which really fell within the 
sphere of natural law. Thus, the healing of tIle blind 
was accOll1plished by Christ through an efficacious 
pmyder applicd to their eycs-a circulllstance which 
was unnoticed or muittcd by the lovers of the Inar- 
vellous whose reports we have: the fact at tbe bottom 
of tIle record of the transllluting of wDter into wine, 
was the gift of a large an10unt of wine, which Christ, 
since he was to be attended by scveral disciplcs, 
brought "ith hin1 to the wedding: instead of being 
expected to find a coin in the mouth of the fish, Peter 
,,-as to obtain it by selling a fish in the nmrket, and 
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the Gospel narrative sprung frOlll a mistaken view of 
the transaction: Christ did not walk on thc water, as 
was supposed, but walked along the shore: the 80- 
called transfiguration was the effect on the disciples of 
seeing Christ on a higher mountain-peak which was 
white with snow. Strange as it lllay SeelH, abundant 
learning and the uhnost painstaking were expended in 
the support of this thcory, which, hO\vever, had few 
adherents when Strauss gave it the final death-blow. 
Equal hostility is professed by Strauss to the fonn of 
infidclity which had charged the apostles and thcir 
l\Iaster with Lcing ,vilflll dcceivers. lIe joins with 
thc Christian believcr in denouncing the coarseness 
and shallowncss of that specics of unbelicf \vhich found 
rcception alnong pretended philosophers of the last 
century. lIe will propound a thcory which involves 
no such condèmnation of the foundcrs of Christianity. 
lIe. will propound a theory, 1110reover, which leavcs 
untouchcd that inner substance of Christianity which 
is alone valuable to the philosophcr. IIis construction 
willluwe the mcrit of sparing thc sensiLilities of thc 
l)clicver who is offended at hearing those whOln he 
reveres, branded as impostors, and, at thc SaIne tÏ1ne, 
of relicying thc Incn of the ninetccnth century fronl 
giving crcdcnce to events which, it is quietly assumcd, 
modcrn scicncc pronounces to Le iml)ossihle. 
Omitti1lg 111inor details, some of which we shaH 
have occa
ion to hring forward in thc progress of the 
discussion, thc principal points in the doctrine of 
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Strauss may be briefly stated. There existed m 
Palestine, at the time when Jesus grew up to man- 
hood, a wide- spread expectation of the coming of the 

Iessiah. There was also a defined conception, the 
result of the teaching of the Old Testament and of 
later speculation, of the character of his work. Anlong 
other things, he was to work miracles, such as the 
opening of the eyes of the blind, the healing of the 
sick, the raising of the dead; and he was, generally, 
to outdo the supernatural works ascribed to 1\loses and 
Elijah and the other prophets of the former time. 
Jesus, who haà been baptized by J ol1n, became at 
length p,ersuaded that he was the prOlnised 
lessiah. 
Endowed with lofty qualities of mind and character, 
he attached to hiulself disciples who shared in his 
belief concen1Îng hÏInself. lIe taught with power 
through the towns and villages of Palestine. But, 
encountering the bitter hatred of the ruling classes on 
account of his rebuke of their iniquities, he was seized 
upon and put to death under Pontius Pilate. Over- 
whelmed with grief and disappointnlent, his disciples, 
who had expected of him a political trilunph, were 
fhwBy cOlllforted and inspirited by the mistaken belief 
that hc had been raised frOlll the dead. Hence tbe 
cause of Jesus was not crushed, but gradually gained 
strength. And out of the bosom of the young COlll- 
ulunity, fillcd with enthusiastic attachmcnt to their 
slain and. (as they believed) risen Lord, there sprung 
the mythical tales which we find in the Gospels. 13e- 
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lievillg Jesus to be the l\Iessiah, they attributed to hinl 
spontaneously the deeds which the prophecies had 
ascribed to that personage. In these lnythical crea- 
tions, the fOl'luative idea was the Old Testament 
description of the )Icssiah. 'fhis idea, coupled with 
the faith in .J esus, generatcd tbe Gospel history of 
Christ, so far as that is 111Ïraculous, and even exerted 
a very important influence in shaping and coloring 
circumstanccs in tbe narratiye \vhich are not supcr- 
natural. The Christ of the New Testament is thus 
the idcal ,lessiah. lIe is Jesus of N azarcth, glorified 
in the feeling and fancy of disciples by the ascription 
to him of supernatural power and supernatural deeds, 
such as lay in the traditional, cherished image of the 

Iessiah. 
It should be observed that Strauss docs not rcject 
the supposition of a conscious inyention in the case of 
certain features in the K ew Testament reports of mira- 
cles, llohyithstanding his general disavowal of an intent 
to impcach the 1110ral character of thcir authors; hut 
he claims 3 very n1Ïld judgmcnt for a certain kind of 
artlcss, tllOugh not wholly unconscious, poetizing-tIle 
ar!}.7vðc diclt/llN!} of simple souls. 1 But how far Strauss 
and hiR school are alJle to adhere to their canon, which 
cxcludc:s wilful deception frOlll a part in producing the 
miraclùous narrativcs of tbe Gospel, will be considered 
on a sUh:sc<}llent page. 
The dcnial of the genuinencss of the four Gospels 


1 Le"ben Jesu, 13. I. s. 05. 
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IS an essential part of Strauss's theory. rrhey cannot 
COBle, he 111aintains, frOlll "eyewitnesses or well-informed 
contemporaries." The apostles could not he deceived 
to such an extent as we should be cOlnpelled to assume, 
if we granted that the Gospels exhibit their testÏ111ony. 
On the subject of the origin of the G?spels, Strauss is 
neither full nor clear; but this is affirmed, that they 
are the production of later, non-apostolic writers. rrhis 
position he strives to establish by a critical analysis and 
comparison of these docU111ents. The atteInpt is Blade 
to prove upon them such inconsistencies with each 
other, as well as yiolations of probability, as render it 
Ï1npossible to suppose that they cmnc frOlll the hand, or 
bear the sanction, of the inunediate followers of Christ. 
The crcdibility of the Gospels is attacked, partly as 
a 11leanS of dispro\'ing their genuineness. And the 
Inethod of thc attack is to press the point of the im- 
probability of the n1Ïracles, whilc, at the same titne, the 
untrustworthy character of the narratives is elaborately 
argued on other grounds. The Gospels are dissected 
with the critical knife, their structure and cont.ents are 
subjected to a minute examination, for the purpose of 
imprcssing the rcader with the conviction that, inde- 
pendcntly of their record of miracles, these histories 
are too inaccurate and self-contradictory to be relied 
on. Their aHcged imperfections are skilfully connected 
with the improbable nature of the events they rccord, 
so that the effect of both considerations may be to break 
down their historic value. 
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Having thus stated the main points in the theory 
of Strauss, we proceed to set forth the reasons why the 
mythical hypothesis is untenable. 
1. The belief of the apostles and of Jesus himself 
that he was the 
Iessiah, cannot be accounted for on 
the theory of Strauss, and could not have existed, were 
the assumptions of that theory sound. 
Strauss puts his doctrine into a kind of syllogisnl. 
There was a fi ,-ed idea that the 
Iessiah would work 
these various n1Ïrac1es; there was a fixed persuasion in 
the n1Ïnds of the disciples that Jesus was the 
Iessiah; 
hence the necessity that the 111ythopæic faculty should 
attribute these n1Ïracles to him. l These, we are told, 
were the conditions and forces by which the Inyths 
were gencra!cd. But if it was a fixed e"\:pectation that 
the 
Iessiah would work these llliracles, how cowel the 
disciples believe in .Jesus ill the absence oj these Ùulis- 
jlelN;aUe sig11s of )Iessiahship? Recollect that this 
persuasion concerning the l\Iessiah is represcnted to be 
so (lcep and ullÏ\.ersal as to 1110\'C the inlagillation of the 
disciples of .J esns, after llÍs death, to connect "ith him 
all these fictitious 1uiraclcs. How, then, wcre they 
cOllvillced of his claim to bc the l\Iessiah-so convinced 
that thcir faith survivcd the disappointmcnt of SOlTIe 
of thrir strollgest and fondest anticipations relat
vc 
to his kingdom, and survi\'ed cvcn the shock of his 
judicial dcath? It must be manifest to every candid 
man that Stranss is thrown upon a dilenl1lla. Eithcr 


1 Le ' len Jcsu, n. I. s. 9 1. 
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this previous ideal of the l\Iessiah was not so firIllly 
engraved npon the minds of the disciples, in which 
case the condition and nlOtive for the creation of myths 
are wanting; or being thus firmly fixed, their faith in 
Jesus through his lifetime proves that miracles were 
really performed. A similar re111ark n1ay be Inade of 
Jesus himself, since he is supposed to have shared, on 
this point at lcast, in the comnlon expectation rcspecting 
the characteristic works of the l\Iessiah. IIow could 
lIe Inaintain this unswerving faith in his luessianic 
calling and office, in the absence of the one principal 
criterion, the exercise of supernatural power? To 
avoid one difficulty, the advocate of the 11lythical 
hypothesis creates another which no ingenuity can 
rel110ve. 
It is not to be supposed that Strauss ignores this 
difficulty. l-Ie endeavors to answer the objection. I 
The impressivcness of the charactcr and teaching of 
Christ supplied, in a 111eaSnre, the place of n1Íracles so 
long as he was bodily present. But this consideration 
is evidently felt to bc quite inadequate, and hence 
Strauss makes prominent what he seems to considcr a 
concession. Jesus, ,ve are informed, did calm and 
relieve certain persons afflicted with nervous disease, 
which ,vas thought to be the fruit of delTIoniacal 
possession. This effect was wrought, howevcr, only hy 
psychological influence-the natural influence of a 
strong and calm nature. I-Ience, it was only in cases 
where the type of thc disease was nlild and chiefly 
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Blental in its origin that such cures were effected. 
rrhe cure of a case like that of the maniac of Gadara, 
or the child at the foot of the l\Iount of rrransfiguratioll, 
would be a n1Ìracle, and is, of course, excluded. 1 

Ioreover, Strauss finds it convenient to maintain that 
the cnre of so-called demoniacs was prodnced hy others; 
that, in fact, it was not so UnCOm111011. lIe appeals to 
the instance narrated by Josephus, of the cure effected 
in the presence of Vespasian,2 and to the question of 
Christ: "by Wb0111 do your children cast theu1 out?" 
So that, after all, this relief of less aggravated forms 
of nervousness is not a distinguishing act of Christ 
which could serye to attest his 1\Iessiahship. rrhere 
is obviously no reason, beyond the necessities of a 
theory, why it should be allowed that Christ relieved 
this kind of infinnity, to the exclusion of all the other 
instances of healing, together with the raising of the 
dead to life, which are equally well attested. Nor are 
we assisted to understand how the disciples were so 
easily satisfied with the omission of all the other forms 
of nliracle which they believed to ùe indissolubly con- 
nected with the 
Iessiah' s appearance. 'Vhcn t11CY 

aw .Jesus pass by the blind, the lame, the dumb, 
the leprous, even the severe fonlls of dellloniacal frenzy, 
and do nothing greater than to (luiet the less afflicted 
suhjects of nervous hallucination, wllÏch others were in 
the habit of doing as "ell, how could they consiùer 


1 Leben Jes!l, R. I. R. lOô; B. II. s. 43, 43. 

 Jos., .Antit]. YIII. 2, 5. 
23 
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him the 1\Iessiah? 'Ve cannot avoid perceiving that 
the SaIne cause which is thought to have led ilTesistibly 
to the forming of illmginary Iuiracles, would have 
effectually precluded a faith not sustained by Iniracles 
which ,,,ere real. 


II. The Inythical theory is fnlly disproved by the 
fact of the absence of any body of disciples to whom 
the origination and dissemination of the myths can be 
attributed. 
The advocates of this theory prefer to use vague 
terms and phrases in speaking of the source whence 
the so-called Christian mythology CaIne. It sprung, 
says Strauss, from the ellthusiaslll of the infant church. 
But when he is called upon to explain his Ineaning 
more precisely, he admits that neither the apostles nor 
the connnunity which \vas under t.heir inunediate guid- 
ance cOlùd have been the authors of these fictitious 
narratives. ffhat the followers of Christ, who had 
attended hiln through his public life, could mistakenly 
suppose themselves to have been eyewitnesses of the 
series of miracles wllich the Gospels record, is too 
much for Strauss to believe. I-Ie claÏlns that the 
apostles in thcir Epistles, or in such as he concedes to 
be genuine, do not bring forwarù the prior n1Ïraclcs, 
but d \Vcll on the Resurrection of Christ. So far as 
they do not speak of the earlier Iniracles, the circulll- 
stance is readily explained, if we suppose thcm to have 
been familiar to the churches to whom the apostles 
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wrote, and l'el11ember that, in the view of the apostles, 
the grand fact of the Saviour's Resurrection stood in the 
foreground, eclipsing, as it were, the displays of super- 
natura
 power which had preccded it. In the discourses 
of the apostles, recorded in Acts, these prim' nlÍracles 
are appealed to. But Strauss, be it observed, contends
 
and is obliged to contend, that the apostles were igno- 
rant of any such miraculous events as these which the 
evangelists record. The myths did not originate with- 
in the circle of their oversight and influence. This 
would be evidently truc, whoever were disposed to 
dcny it; but Strauss concedes and clainls that such is 
the fact. 'Vhere, then, did these 11l)ths grow up? 
Who wcrc their authors? To this fundamental ques- 
tion the advocates of the mythical theory youchsafe 
only the briefest response. Y ct Strauss does say that 
they grcw up anlOng the dwellers in lllore secluded 
places in Galilee where Christ had tarricd but a short 
time, and among those ,,'ho had occasionally, or at sea- 
son
, companicd with him. 1 rl'here was, then, if we arc 
to give credit to the mythical hypothesis, a cOlluuunity 
of Jewish-Christian disciplcs in Palestine, separate from 
the apostles and the Christian flocks over which they 
presided, and in that comulunity, within thirty or forty 
ycars after the dcath of Christ, this extcnsive and 
cohcrent cycle of nlÏraculous tales originated. 'Ye say 
a COJlwlllJlit!/, because a l11)"th is not the cOllscious in- 
vention of an individual, or a conscious invention at all, 


I Leben Jesll, B. I. 8. '12. Streits
nr., 8. 46. 
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but an offshoot of the collective faith and feeling of a 
body of people. l If, in certain cases, it proceeds from 
the fancy of an individual, it is presupposed that he 
stands in the n1Ïdst of a synlpathetic and responsive 
cOllllllunity who receive without scrutiny whatever falls 
in with the CUITent of their feelings. We say "with- 
in thirty or forty years after the death of Christ," be- 
cause in this period Strauss himself places the bulk of 
t.he so-called myths which are found in the New Testa- 
lllent. 2 Now, in reference to this extraordinary solu- 
tion of the enigma as to the authorship of the myths, 
we offer several relllarks. 
In the first place, it lllust strike the reader as a 
singular fact that there is no evidence whatever of the 
existence of such a non-apostolic Christian community 
in the midst of Palestine. The assumption that a set 
of believers of this description existed in Galilee, re- 
nlOvec1 frOlTI the knowledge and guidance of the apos- 
tles, is not supported by the slightest proof, and is in 
the highest degree improbable. The disciples of Christ, 
at the tinle of his death, were not very numerous. 
There was a sense of unity among them. They formed 
one body. Everything tended to draw thenl together. 
And the apostles were their recognized heads. It is 
certain, and will hardly be questioned by anyone, that 


1 So Strauss. It is most essential to understand, he says, that at 
the foundation of the mytll lies-" kcin individuelles Dcwusstsein, 
sondern ein hühercs allgemeines V olksbewusstsein, (Dewusstsein 
cioer religiösen Gemcimle.") Leòen Jesu, ß. I. s. 89. 
I St1'eitsch1"., s. 52. 
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the other disciples looked up to "the twelve" as their 
guides, and leaned on them for support and counsel. 
But how could persons in t.he situation attributed 
to these obscure disciples, come to helieve, or relnain 
in the belicf, that Jesus was the :Messiah? 'Ve have 
shown the improbability that the apostles believed 
without miracles. But the difficulty of supposing 
these otber hearers of Christ to have believed, in the 
absence of such evidence of his divine commission, is 
nmch greater. It is a part of the hypothesis that they 
knew comparatively little of Jesus, for to allow them 
an intimate knowledge of him would put thelTI in the 
same category, as to the possibility of framing luyths, 
with the apostles themselves. They had seen little of 
Jesus; they had seen none of the supernatural signs 
eÀpected of the 
Iessiah; he had wholly disappointed 
their idea that the ì\Iessiah was to be an earthly prince; 
and, finally, he had perished by the dcath of a culprit, 
which he endured without resistance, God not appear- 
ing to deliver him. Is it not inexplicable that casual 
hearers of Christ, who were thus placed, having seen, 
be it rcmembered, no miracle for thcir faith to rest 
upon, should continue to bclicve-beliC\'e, too, without 
a misgiving, with the childish simplicity and cnthusi. 
asm which are requisite for the creation of mythological 
tales? 
Such hearcrs lllUSt have originally cherished the 
ordinary expcchtion concerning the l\Iessiah, that he 
would sit, in the charactcr of a temporal Prince, 
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upon the throne of David and bring into subjec- 
tion the heathen nations. The n1yths they would 
fran1e, if they fran1ed any, would be in keeping with 
this expectation. A radical change in their conception 
of the 
Iessiah would require us to suppose, at least, 
that they were well acquainted with the actual career of 
Jesus. But here, again, an acquaintance of this sort 
with the real facts of his history shuts out, by Strauss's 
own admission, Hle possibility of their connecting with 
his life a cycle of myths. 1 
But if we admit what is incredible, that a class 
of disciples of this character existed, and existed in 
such circumstances that they actually produced through 
the mythopæic faculty, and set in circulation, the nar- 
l'atiyes of which we have a record in the 1:'I ew Testa- 
lllent, we are not then clear of half of the difficulty. 
flow can we suppose all this to be done with no 
knowledge or interference on the part of the apostles 
and other wen-informed contemporaries to whOln the 
facts of the life of Christ were well known? It will 
not be claimed that this lllass of luythological narrative 
was shut up in the nooks and corners where it callIe 
into being. 
his pretended seclusion of the ill.informed 
believers in Christ, could hardly }lave been kept up for 
the whole generation during which the apostles traversed 


1 In this paragraph and in several remarks in the p3ragraphs 
which immediately follow under this head, we have been anticipatetl 
by Professor Norton, Internal Ecidence of the Genuineness of tilt 
Gospels, ch. i. He is one of the few writers in English who Lave 
correctly apprehended Strau
s. 
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Galilee and mInistered to the church. The Jewish 
Christians continued to come up to J erusalenl to tlle 
great festivals; ùiù these Galilean belieycrs stay away 
fronl them? How happens it, we beg to know, that 
this type of belief, so foreign from that of the cyewit. 
nesses and authorized apostles of Jesus, found no con- 
tradiction or exposure? 
But an objection still lllOre formidable remains to 
be stated. Froni whmn did the Gentiles receive Chris- 
tianity, and what type of Christianity did they receive? 
The new religion had been carried frmll Jerusalem to 
Rome before the death of Paul and Peter. "r as it 
from the simple folk whose iInagination is creùited with 
the origin of the miracles-was it from thenl who 
knew so little of Christ as to indulge in these uncerti- 
fied fancies, and too little of the apostles to have their 
self-delusion corrected-,vas it from thcse obscure dis- 
ciples that Christianity went forth to the Gentile world? 
Did they have the energy to assume the n1Ïssionary 
work confided to the apostles, while these and aU the 
well-infonned followers of the l\[essiah rested in idle- 
ness? And had thcy the ahility to command a hear- 
ing and to crown the new religion with rapid anù 
glorious success? It would be preposterous, iu the 
face of probability and against all the evidence we 
possess, to assert this. The Christianity of the Gcntile 
churches was apostolic Christianity. Their teacher
 
were such as Peter ancI John, Panl aHd Barllahas, 
Silas aud 1'imothy. rrheir conception of the history 
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of Christ on earth was derived frOln the anostles and 
J. 
the Christian believers associated with them. Now, 
all of the canonical Gospels, except the fVst, are Gen- 
tile Gospels. The third was written by a Gentile, and 
this, together \vith the second and fourth, were written 
for Gentiles. Gentile Christianity did not flow frOlll 
that qn
rter-that terra Ùzcof/Jlila-"\vhere the myths 
are said to have sprung up and been received. 110\\' 
then shall we account for the character of the Gentile 
Gospels, and, in particular, for the representation of 
the life of Christ ,vhich they contain! The conclusion 
is inevitable that this representation, including the 
narratives of n1Ïracles, was a part of 
hat Christianity 
which the apostles believed and tm:ght. But when 
this admission is luade, the Inythical theory breaks 
down; since, as ,ye have before lnentioned, Stranss 
admits that, in case these narratives are false, apostles 
and others who were well acquainted with Christ could 
neither have originated theln nor have been persuaded 
to lend then1 credence. 


III. The genuineness of the canonical Gospels, the 
proof of which it is found impossible to in,'alidate, is 
a decisive argument against. the mythical theory. 
Considering the Ï1nportance of the subject, tIle 
observations of Strauss upon the authorship and date 
of the Gospels are very meagre. lIe denies, indeed, 
that we can prove a general circulation of Gospel 
histories durin
 the lifetime of the apostles, or that 
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our present Gospels were known to thenl.! .At one 
time he was inclined to admit that John was the author 
of the fourth Gospel, but seeing, probably, the fatal con- 

equences resulting to his theory from this concession, 
he withdrew it in a subsequent edition. But the propo- 
sition that .Tohn wrote tlle Gospel which bears his nanle, 
is supported by such an array of external and internal 
evidence as nlust convince an unprejudiced lnincl of 
its truth. In respect to this Gospel, Strauss and his 
friends are obliged to abandon the nlythical hypothesis 
and to pronounce its contents the deliberate fabrica- 
tions of a pretender who chose to subserve a doctrinal 
interest by assuming the character of John. The 
. 
needless audacity which would lead a literary in1postor 
in the second century to present a view of the cours(' 
of Christ's life, which when compared with the previous 
established conception, is, in many respects, so original 
anù peculiar, and his complete success in winning the 
confidence of the churches in an quarters of the Roman 
world, are mysteries not to be explainrd. rrhe patristic 
testimonies to the genuineness of the Gospels of IÆke 
and of 
rark, as wen as to the relation in which tlley 
severally stood to Paul anù Peter, cannot 1JC success- 
fully impugned. Luke's preface to his Gospel har- 
monizes with the tradition of the cllurch concerning 
him. IIis informants, he there states, were imlllediate 
disciples of Christ. lIe had acquired frOln the original 
sources "a perfect understanding" of the nmtters on 


I Leben JC8U, n. 1. s. 72. 
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which he wrote. Of l\'lark and his Gospel, we have 
an early account in the fragment of Papias, whose birth 
fell within the apostolic age, and who drew his infor- 
mation from the contemporaries and associates of the 
apostles. 1 "\Vhen Papias states that ::\Iark, having been 
the interpreter of Peter, and derived his knowledge of 
Christ frOlll him, wrote down "the things spoken or 
done by our Lord," though not observing, as to the 
discourses at least, the historical order, he describes, 
without doubt, our second Gospe1. 2 If there are criti- 
cal questions pertaining to the authorship of the first 
Gospel, about which even believing scholars are not 
yet agreed, it is even 1110re evident concerning this 
than any of the others t1mt it elnanatts from the boson1 
of the apostolic Church. Of this, the evidence] ex.ter- 
nal and internal, leaves no room for doubt. 3 
Renan, in his recent Life of Christ, has the 


J Whether Pnpias was, or was not, acquainted with the 
\post1e 
John himself, is a disputed poiut. Iremens affil.illS it, but Ensebins 
is inclined to consider his statement an uncertain inference from the 
langnage of Papias. Euseb., Lib. III. c. 39. 
2 Whether the want of historical order is attributed by Pnpias to 
the record of the "things said" alone, or of "the things done" as 
weH, depends on the sense of 
ríyta in the passage-a question which 
we Ilave el,;;ew here considered. 
8 The critical questions to which we allude, are clearly stated by 

feyer in the Binl. to his Com. on Matt., and Bleek in his Einl. in d. 

y: T. These questions do not affect the date of the Gospel, nor its 
origin in the 3postolic Ohurcll. Meyer's view depends on his restric- 
tion of the sense of 
/jYla-in the Tà 
óYta C1VJ1fTLÍEoTO of Papias- 
which is not made out. On the other hand, DIeck's hypothesis leaves 
the earl)" tradition concerning the authorship unexplained. 
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candor to acknowledge the early date of the evangelical 
histories, and, in general, though his views are here 
not free frOlll inconsistency as well as error, their 
apostolical origin. lIe says that the composition of 
the Gospels was "onc of the Inost important events 
to the future of Christianity which occurred daring the 
8f'cOJld half 0/ the first ceJduJ"y.l As to Luke, " doubt 
is hardly possible." 2 "'rhe author of this Gospel is 
certainly the samc as the author of the Acts of the 
Apostles. N ow the author of the Acts is a companion 
of 81. Paul, a titlc perfectly suiteè to Luke." " One 
thing at" least is beyond doubt, that the author of the 
third Gospel and of the .Acts is a lllan of the second 
apostolic generatton." " Chapter xxi., inseparable fronl 
the rest of the work, was certainly writtcn after the 
siege of Jerusalem, but soon aflcr." "But if the 
Gospel of Luke is dated, those of 
Iatthew and 
Iark 
are also; for it is certain that the third Gospel is pos- 
terior to the first two, and presents the character 
of a cOlnpilation (rédaction) much more advanced." 3 


1 P. xiv. 


2 P. xvi. 


· AltJlOugh we Ilave more fuHy discussed these questions in other 
parts of this volume, we may observe here that whatever PupiM 
meant by the MyLCI of YattLew-whether the discourses alone, or the 
narrati\"es also-Renan errs decidedly in saying that tlw Matthew 
which was known to Papias was simply the discourses (in IIebrew). 
When Papias says that the 
úYLa were written in IIebrew and 

Pll
vfvaf 
. uvnì w> 


vaTo EKuCTTor, he speaks of things in the past. 
It is certain that rapias had the first Gospel in its complete form, in 
the Greek. (See 
re'yer's Einl. z. JJatt., s. 11. N.) It is ('ertain that 
the first Gospel had its prescnt form before the date of the ùcstruc- 
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Iark, we arc told, "though not absolutely free from 
later additions, is essentially as he wrote it." " He is 


tion of Jerusalem. (Meyer, Einl, z. .Matt., s. 21.) But Renan con- 
cedes that the second Gospel is "but a slightly modified reproduc- 
tion" of "the col1ection of anecdotes and personal information "hich 
:Mark wrote from Peter's reminiscences." P. 22. There is no 
proof whatever that Mark's work has undergone any" modification," 
if we except one or two passages ,yhich are thought boY critics to be 
interpolated. The school of Baur have, to be sure, made Papias 
refer to an "U r- Markus," a work supposed to be prior to, and the 
basis of, our second Gospe1. But our Mark corresponds to the des- 
cription given by Papias; so that the sole argument of the B:mr 
school for their view is unfounded. The writers of the second cen- 
tury know nothing of any other work ascribed to :Mark except our 
second Gospe1. It is an incont'l'Ol'el't-ible fact that this Gospellcas 
composed by John Mm.k, an associate of the apostles. The Baur school 
have made an attempt, which we are justified in terming desperate, 
to bring down the date of the writings of Luke to the early part of 
the second century. But apart from all the other eviùences in tIle 
cai"e, HaUl"::; own method of argument requires him to suppose, and 
he does suppose, that the generation-yn'm-spoken of in Luke xxi. 
32, still subsisted when the Gospel was written. But this term loill 
not bear the loose sense which he gi'\es it. We have set forth in 
another Essay the proof of the early date of the .Acts. It is enough 
to state here, that the circumstance of the writer's making no nse of 
the Epistles of Paul, in composing his work, is an insoluble fact on 
Baur's theory. It is an incontrol'ertible fact that tlte tltird Gospel 
and the Acts 'lDe1.e written by Luke, an associate of Paul. The con- 
jecture of Renan that the first two Gospels U7.adually borrowed 
anecdotes from each other, would be inconsistent with the ngreement 
in the copies ('If each which were extant in the different parts of the 
world in the third century, and is, moreover, supported by no proof. 
But in holding that Luke was composed about the year 70, that Mark 
remains substantially as he wrote it, and that both :Matthew aud 
Mark are earlier than Luke, Renan admits all tllat we ask in tIle 
present discus8ion. 
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full of minute observations coming without doubt fronl 
an eyewitness. 
 otl1Ïng opposes the idea that this 
eyewitness, who evidently had followed Jesus, who had 
loved hÜn and known hÍ1n intimately, and who had 
preserved a 1ively image of him, was the Apostle Peter 
himself, as Papias says." 1 If the view presented by 
Renan concerning the origin of the fourth Gospel is 
less satisfactory, it is yet sufficient for the refutation of 
the leading propositions of Stranss. He holds tlmt 
"in substance this Gospel issued, towards the end of 
. 
the third century, fr0111 the great school of Asia 
Iinor, 
which held to John-that it presents to us a version 
of the 
Iaster's life, worthy of high consideration and 
often of preference." 2 If the work was not by John, 
there is "a deception which the author confessed to 
himself"-a literary fact, says Rcn::m, unexampled in 
the apostolic world. rfhe TÜbingen doctrine of it:;: 
being" a theological thesis without l1Ïstorical value" is 
not borne out, but rathel' refuted, by an examination 
of the work. 3 In n H lllultitude of cases," it sheds 
needed light. upon the Synoptics. H The last months 
of the life of Jesus, in particular, are eXplained only by 
John." The school of John was" better acquainted 
with the external circumstances of the life of the 
founder than the group whose memories made up the 
synoptic Gospels. It had, especially in regard to the 
sojourns of Jesus at Jerusalem, data which the OtllCl'S 
dicl not pO
8C
S." 4 The conclusion appears to be that 


t P. xxxviii. 


2 P. xx,'. 


a P. xxix. 


· P. xxxiii. 
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the narrative portions of the fourth Gospel are from 
the pen of John; and as to Renan's opinion of the 
origin of the discourses, we are left in doubt., for now 
he attributes them, and now denies them, to John. 
As to the last point, the record of the discourses is 
obviously frOln the same pen that wrote the rest of the 
Gospel and, also, the first Epistle which bears the 
nmne of John, the genuineness of which Renan will 
not deny. rrhe statements of Renan in respect to the 
origin of the Gospels approximate to the truth. 1'hey 
are the admissions of a Ulan of learning and a skeptic. 
They demolish the mythical theory as defined by 
Strauss. The evidence which IJroves the Gospels to be 
the productions of the apostles or their associates, at the 
same time subverts an essential part of that theory. 
In truth, every argument for the genuineness of the 
Gospels is just as strong an argument for their credi- 
bility. 


IV. The Inythical hypothesis falls to the ground 
from the lack of a sufficient interval between the death 
of Christ and the promulgation, in a written as well as 
oral forIn, of the narratives of lniracles. 
'Ye were led, under the last head, in speaking of 
the genuineness of the Gospels, to allude to the subject 
of their date. There are grave difficulties connected 
with the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth chapters of 
l\Iatthew, but the apologist has, perhaps, a compensa- 
tion in the deillonstration afforded by them that the 
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docUlnent of which thcy are a part was composed in 
its present fonn before the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The date of Luke, as before observed, is not far from 
that of l\Iatthew. But we discover on inspection that 
a large portion of the n1atter contained in each of the 
first three Gospels appears, frequently in identical lan- 
guagc, in the other two. An10ng the various hypothc- 
ses suggested to account for this peculiarity, it is held 
by some that l\fatthew was the earliest written of the 
three, and that a portion of 
Iatthew was incorporated 
by l\lark and I
uke in their Gospels; while others 
maintain that :\Iark was the original Gospel and fur- 
nished the other two with the matter that is common 
to all. It has be
n, howcver, contcnded with much 
force of argumcnt, that prior to the composition of 
either of the three, an original gospel, containing the 
matter to which we refer, 111USt have existed, and existed 
in a written form. rrhis earlier record of the teachings 
and miracles of Christ antedates, therefore, our prescnt 
Gospels, and is a written monument standing still nearer 
th(j events. But whether this be, or he not, the true 
solution of the peculiarity in question, we have fronl 
Luke dccisiye proof of the early composition of writtcn 
histories of Christ, in which t11C miracles had a place. 
(C J,[(lJl!l" such histories of wlmt was rc surely belieyed " 
in the apostolic church, 'Luke state8, had already beeB 
composed. rrhe IIchraizcd (lictioll of various parts of 
his Gospel, differing from his own style, is a sufficient 
proof that he wrought into it portions of prior records. 



368 MYTHICAL '!'HEORY OF S'fRAUSS. 


rrhis lnfornlation, wl1Ïch COllIes frOlll Luke, be it rellleln- 
hered, only a few years after the death of Pmù, 
implies that there had been a desire mnong Christians 
for authentic líves of Christ, and that numerous narra- 
tives had been ,yritten to meet the want. It has been 
nlade probable, we 111ay add, that the Apostle Paul 
made use of a written gospel, and although we cannot 
affirm that this docunlcnt was more than a collection 
of the sayings and discourses of Christ,t yet the exist- 
ence of it is an indication of the necessity that lllust 
have been felt for authentic recorùs of the life of tIle 
Lord, and, also, of the ease with which, owing to the 
spread of Greek culture, this demand could be satisfied. 
For, as Neander observes, this was not the age of the 
rhapsodist, but an age of written conlpositioll. 
"\Ve are thus, through the testimony of Luke, in 
our search for written narratives of the n1Ïracles of 
Christ, brought back into the heart of the apostolic age 
and to a point of time not far fron1 the events 
themselves. 'Ve are obliged to allow that the New 
Testmnent miracles were not only believed by the 
generation of Christians contelnporary with the apostles 
and under their guidance, but 'were, also, within twenty 
or thirty years, at the longest, after tbe death of Jesus 
recorded in written narratives. N ow this interval is 
altogether too short for the growth of a Christian 
lnythology. Unlike sOlllething made by the will, this 


1 See NeaJHlcr's Leben Jesu, s. 10. Pflanz. u. Leit. d. Kircne, 8. 
173 seq. 
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Illust be the fruit of a long brooding over the incidents 
in the career of Christ and the prophecies relating to 
him. 'Ye cannot conceive this cloud of myths to 
arise, when the real circumstances in the life of Christ 
had just occurred and were fresh in the recollection of 
those who had known him. The sharp outlines of fact 
Blust first be effaced from memory before the humble 
career of Jesus could be invested by the imagination 
with a lllisty, unreal splendor. The suclùen ascription 
to hinl of these numerous acts of 111Ìraculous power 
would be a psychological wonder. St.rauss is not 
insensible to the force of this objection. IIis answer 
is that these narratin:s were, in a sense, prepared in 
the messianic expectations of the people, and it was 
only needful that they should be connected with Jesus. 
But there is a "ide gulf between the general anticipa- 
tion that the 
Iessiah, when he should COll1C, would 
heal the different forms of ùisease and outdo the works 
of the old prophet
, and the concrete, circulllstantial 
narratives which we find in the Gospels. Strauss fails
 
therefore, to evade the force of the objection, and it 
stalld8, an il1sul'lnountable úbstacle in the way of his 
theory. 


Y. The lnythical theory is incol11 patible with the 
character of the times ill which Christ appcar
(l. 
It was an historical age; that is, an age in which 
history is studicd, hi,;torical truth discl'illlillated from 
error, evidence weighed; an age ill "hich sl\.epticism 
24 



370 MYTHICAL THEORY OF STRAUSS. 


is found; in which: also, written records exist. It 
was the age of Tacitus and Josephus; tbe age when 
the influence of Greek culture and Roman law were 
felt to the relllotest bounds of the empire. It was, 
moreover, an age when history had seemingly run its 
course and the process of decay had set in. I-Iow 
unlike the periods when a people, given up to the 
sway of sentilnent and imagination, builds up its 
mythologic creations, never raising the question as 
to their truth or falsehood! Let us hear 1\lr. Grote 
upon the characteristics of a myth-producing age. 
"rrhe myths," writes the historian, "were generally 
produced in an age which had no records, no philoso- 
phy, no criticism, no canon of belief, and scarcely any 
tincture of astronomy or geography; but which, on 
the other hand, was full of religious faith, distinguished 
for quick anù susceptible imagination, seeing personal 
agents where we only look for objects and laws ;-an 
age, lllOrcover, eager for new narr
tive, accepting with 
the unconscious impressibility of children (the question 
of truth or falsehood being never formally n\Ïseù), all 
which ran in harmony with its preëxisting feelings, 
and penetrable by inspired poets and prophets in the 
same proportion that it was indifferent to positi\'c 
evidence." 1 It is true that the operation of the 
mythopæie faculty is not absolutely extinct in a more 
cultured time; yet its peculiar province is tIlC child- 
hood of a people. As Grote elsewLere says, "tu 


1 Grote, Vol. I. p. 451. 
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understand properly the Grecian myths, we must 
try to identify ourselves with the state of mind of the 
original mythopæic age; a process not very easy, 
since it requires us to adopt a string of poetical 
fancies not siml)ly as realities, but as the governing 
realities of the mental system; yet a process which 
would only reproduce something analogous to our own 
childhood." Of the point of "iew from which the 
myths were looked upon by the Greek, he adds: 
" Nor need we wonder that the same plausibility 
which captivatcd his imagination and his feelings was 
sufficient to engender spontaneous belief; or rather 
that no question as to the truth or falsehood of the 
narrative suggested itself to his mind. I-lis faith is 
ready, literal, and uninquiring, apart frOll1 aU thought 
of discriminating fact frOln fiction." If we turn to the 
age of Augustus, we find a condition of society at a 
worlù-wiùe remove from this primitive era of sentiment 
and fancy. Some are deccived by the supposed 
analogy of the middle ages, which, however, were 
,,'holly different, and more rescmbled the ancient 
nations in their period of immaturity. The Grcek 
and Roman literature and scicnce had passed away. 
Christianity, with its doctrincs and miracle
, had bccn 
received by the fres}l, uncivilized peoples of Europe, 
and these, full of the ncw scntiments and beliefs which 
were awa1..cned by Christianity, dwel1ing, so to speak, 
ill an atmosphere of the supernatural, created" the 1l1nSS 
of mythical stories which fill np the yoll1luilloUS lives 
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of the saints. It was the work of unlettered, imagina- 
tive, uninquiring peoples, on the basis and under tlle 
stimulus of the miraculous history of the Gospels. 
"Such legends," says 1\11'. Grote, "were the natural 
growth of a religious faith, earnest, unexamining, and 
interwoven with the feelings at a time when the reason 
does not need to be cheated. 'rhe lives of the saints 
bring us even back to the simple and ever-operative 
theology of the IIomeric age." 1 Totnl1y different was 
the state of things. among the old nations at the advent 
of Christianity. 'Ye lllust not forget that, so far as 
intellectual development is concerned, along with the 
downfall of ancient civilization the tides of history 
rolled back. New nations came upon the stage and 
a period of childhood ensued. Dr. Arnold, writing 
to Bunsen, points out the anachronism involved in 
Strauss's theory. "The idea," exclaims Arnold, "of 
men writing 111ythic histories between the time of Liyy 
and Tacitus, and of St. Paul mistaking such for reali- 


I Grote, V 01. I. p. 471. As to the loose habit of observation and 
great inaccuracy of mediaeval writers in describing orJinary objects, 
which justly excite increùulity in regard to their stories of miracles, 
see Dr. Arnold's Lectu1.es on History, p. 128. He gives an instance 
of this carelessness from Bede, who was reputcd the most learned 
man of his age. "I cannot think," says Arnold, " that the unbeliev- 
ing spirit of the Roman world was equally favorable to the origina- 
tion and admission of stories of miraclcs whh the credulous tendcn- 
des of the middle ages." (P. 129.) No doubt bodily austerities, 
vigils, fastings, and the like, together with the spirit of unbounded 
credulity, might produce extraordinary phenomena, which could 
Cf!s:Ir be mistaken for mir::wles. 
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ties! "1 Strauss labors hard to create a different 
impression in respect to the character of the age of the 
apostles. lIe appeals to the occasional Illel1tion of 
prodigies by Tacitus and Josephus-as the super- 
natural sights and sounds attending the capture of 
Jerusalem. But if current reports of this sort of 
preternatural manifestation convict an age of an unhis- 
torical spirit, there is no state of society that would 
not be liable to this charge. Even skeptics, like 
IIobbes, have not escaped the infection of superstitious 
fear. These passages in Josephus and Tacitus are 
chiefly remarkable as being exceptions to the ordinary 
style of their narratives. Strauss endeavors to ma]<e 
much of the two alleged lniracles of Vespasian, at 
Alexandria, which are noticed by Tacitus and also IJY 
Suetonius. But whatever lllay have been the fact at 
the bottom, the circumstances in the narrative of 
'racitus afford a striking exemplification of the histor- 
ical spirit of the times, and, thus, of the falsehood of 
Strauss's general position. 'Yhen the application was 
made to Vespasian by the individuals on \VhOlll the 
cures are said to hm'e been wrought, he laughed at 
their request and "treated it with contempt." 2 The 


J Life and Correspondence of Arnold, p. 293, N. 
2 Vespasian behaved like William of Orange, who sneered at the 
oM practice of touching for the king's eviL This behavior of William 
gave great scandal to not a few. (Seo )fncal1]ay's Ilisl. of England, 
Harper's ed., VoJ. III. p. 432 scq.). Many invalids resorted to the 
king to ùe touched. Yet who wiH infer that the ßge of WiJlium was 
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applicants being ÏInportunate in their request, and 
pretending to make it by the direction of the god 
Serapis, Vespasian had a talk with the physicians, who 
stated the nature of the diseases find were quite non- 
comn1Íttal on the question whether the Emperor could 
effect a cure in the manner desired. The entire 
passage in rracitus shows at least a full consciousness 
that the event is wholly anomalous and not to be 
accepted without satisfactory proof. The truth is, 
that the creative period in the ancient nations when 
the mythological religions sprung np, had long ago 
passed by. Even the belief in them was fast crum- 
bling away and yielding to skepticism. This engen- 
dered, to be sure, a superstition to fill up the void 
occasioned by the destruction of the old belief. Hence 
lTIagic and sorcery were rife. The professors of the 
black art, to use a more modern phrase, drove a 
lucrative business, and found credulous followers, as 
the apostles discovered in thcir missionary journeys. 
But this despairing superstition was a phenomenon 
lying at the opposite pole . from that action of the 
nlythopæic tendency which belongs, as we haye 
explained, to the freshness of youth. Pilate spoke 


not an "historical" age, or suppose that a mythology could bave 
arisen in England in the seventeenth century and estnh1ished itself in 
the popular faith? 
It is remarkable 110W often the cures by V cspasian have been 
made to figure in skeptical treatises. ITnme dwells on them in his 
ES3ay on :Miracles. 
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out the feelings of the cultivated ROlnan In the 
skeptical question, 'Yhat is truth? Nor is Strauss 
more successful in the attempt to find among the 
Jews, in particular, a condition of society suitable for 
the origination of ltlyths. Prophecy had long since 
died out. A stiff legalism, with its " traditions of the 
elders," had chilled the free nlovement of religious 
life. N or is it true that ml10ng the Jews, in the time 
of Christ, a miracle had only to bc statc(l to be be- 
lieved: 1\Iiracles (unless exorcisln be reckoned one) 
were not supposed to occur. They were considered 
to belong to an era of their history long past. A 
Iniracle was an astounding fact. "Since the world 
began," it was said (John ix. 32), "was it not heard 
that any man opened tIle eyes of one that was born 
l,lind." 1 The Go
pels are full of parables, allegories, 
showing a state of mind, ill teacher and hearer, incon- 
sistent with the production of lnyths. In the parahle, 
the idea is held in an abstract form, and a fiction is 
cOJdrÙ:ed to represent it. Ottfried 1\Iüllcr, in allswer 
to the question, how long the myth-building spirit 
continues, explains that the fusion or confounding of 
idea and fact, which constitutes the 111)"1h, could take 
place only so long as the hahit did not exist of prc- 

entillg the one apart from the other-either idea 
iI part frolll narrative, or narrative apart from thc 
mythopæic idea. But whcn ideas are apprehended 
as SUdl, in an abstract form, or vcracious history is 


1 See also 
ratt. ix. 33. 
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written, the ll1ythical era is gone. l So far from there 
being a reign of credulity, there existed, in the Sad- 
ducees, an outspoken skeptical party who regarded 
with coldness and suspicion the supernatural element
 
in their own religion. How could myths arise among 
those who listened to debates like that which l\latthew 
records hetween Christ and t11e Sadducees, " who say 
that there is no resurrection?" 2 So far frOlll there 
being among the Jews in the tin1e of Christ an irre- 
sistible tendency to glorify the object of reverel1ce by 
attributing to him n1Íraculous works, it is a fact, of 
which the advocates of the mythical theory can give no 
plausible explanation, that no miracles are ascribed to 
J olm the Baptist, though he was considered in the earl)' 
Church to be inferior to no prophet who had preceded 
him. If there was this unreflecting and credulous 
habit which is imputed to the Jewish Christians, 'rhy 
is no instance of n1Ïraculous healing interwoven in the 
description which the Gospels give us of the career of 
the forerunner of Jesus? lIe was supernaturally ena- 
bled to designate the l\lessiah, but. he himself, though 
he is characterized in terms of exalted praise, is not 
represented as endowed with supernatural power. It 
is, also, significant that the life of J esus-, up to the 
time of his entrance upon his public ministry, is left 
an almost unbroken blank. IIad the disciples given 


I Prolegomena, s. 170. 
2 Matt. xxii. 23 seq. Julius Müller refers to this passage in his 
cogent review of Strauss, in the Studicn 
l. !Ú,itil;en, 1836, III. 
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the reins to their imagination, as the theory of' Strauss 
supposes, they would almost infallibly have filled up 
the childhood of Christ with myths, after the manner 
of the spurious gospels of a later date,l But l\Iark 
and John pass ovcr in silence the whole of the prepara- 
tory period of thirty ycars. ::\Iatthew passes immedi- 
ately from his birth and infancy to his public ministry, 
while Luke interposes hut a single anecdote of his 
childhood. 'Yhy this remarkable reticence, unlcss the 
reason be that the apostles chose to dwell upon that of 
which they had a direct, personal knowledge? 
It may be objected to tbe foregoing remarks, that 
the original authors of the mytllical narratives are sup- 
poscd to l>e persons aloof fr01n the great world and 
bCJond the influence of its culture-Galilcans of hUlll- 
ble rank. The existence of a class of disciples, cut. oft' 
fr01n the guidance of the apostles, has before been dis- 
proyed. But apart fr0111 this, the supposed authors of 
the myths were reflective enough to discriminate hetween 
the lmrable and the abstract relations represented under 
it. They were acquainted ,,,jth the questions debated 
hetween the Saùùucees and their opponcnts. Besides, 
it is undcniahle that a spirit of opposition to Christ and 
his cause c-xistcd, anel 111USt have existcd, whcrever he 
had preached. The vindictive hostiJity of the Pharisecs 
and rulcrs causcd his death. In Galilee, as well as 


1 The Apocryphal Gospels were generaUy the offspring of pious 
fraud. They were composed, for the most p
rt, to further t1w canso 
of some beretical doctrine or party. 
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Jerusalem, he had to encounter unbelief and enmity. 
Aside from the fact that the pharisaic influence rami- 
fied through the land, it appears that at Capernaum, 
Chorazin, Bethsaida, Nazareth, there were unbelievers 
and opposers.! rrhere was a strong disposition among 
these to disprove the l11essianic clailll of Jesus and to 
invalidate, in some way, the proofs on which it rested. 
rrhere could be no disciples of Jesus-to say the least, 
no considerable nmnber of disciples-who would not 
be instantly called upon to make good their cause in 
the encounter with objections and cavils. This 
necessity, if nothing else, would force them to 
reflection, and would thus break up the attitude of 
unquestioning fancy and blind credulity. They HUlst 
gi,.e a reason for the faith that is in them. They must 
do this to the very IJcrsons alllong WhOlll the incidents, 
on which their faith was grounded, were alleged to 
have recently occurred. The mythopæie faculty can- 
not work, it is clear, under a cross-examination. 
Fancy cannot go on with its creations in the lllÌdst 
of an atn10spllCre of doubt and unfriendly scrutiny. 
The state of the Church was the very opposite of that 
repose on which alone a mythology can have its birth. 
It holds true that the application of the Inythical theory 
to the testimony of the early disciples, is a gross ana- 
chronislll. 


1 It is one theory of the TÜ1ingcu school that the Pharisees 
fullowed Jesus into Galilee anù that the hostility they felt to him 
was provokeù there. 


..... 



DISPROVI
D BY TIlE RESURRECTION. 379 


VI. The mythical theory is unable cither to 
account for the faith of the apostles in the Resurrec- 
tion of Christ, or to disprove the fact which was the 
ohject of this faith. 
Stranss finds it impossible to dEny that the apos- 
tles, Ol1e and all, belicDcd that Jesus had risen frOlll the 
dead and that they had held various interviews and 
conyersations with him. This n1Ïracle, at least, it 
lunst be admitted that thc!! receiyed. 'Yithout this 
faith, tbeir continued adherence to the cause of Jesus 
would l1ardly he eXplainable. And t11Ïs fact was a 
main part of their preaching and testimony. It 
,yas iUll110vably lodged in their convictions. 
Iore- 
oyer, the Apostle Paul, in an Epistle whose genuine- 
ness is not disputed, is a witness to the existence of 
this belief and testimony on the part of the other 
apostles. lIe knew them; he had spent a fortnight 
with Peter in his own house. lIe had declared to the 
Corinthians, he says, that Christ died "and was 
huried, and that he rose again tlle third day, accord- 
ing to the Scriptures; and that he "-as seen of 
Cephas, thcn of the hych-e: after that he was seen 
of abo\"e fi\"e hundred brethren at once, of ,yhOlll the 
greater part remain to this present, but some are 
fallen askep; after that he was seen of James; then 
of all tl1(' apost.le
." The whole manIler of Paul indi- 
cates that he is gi\-ing the result of a careful inquiry. 
That the apostles b(Jlicvcd, with a faith \\ hieh no oppo- 
sition could shake, that they lwd thus beheld thc riscn 
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Jesus, there is, therefore, no room for doubt. The 
main question is, how came they to this persuasion? 
The Gospel narratives furnish the explanation by de- 
scribing his actual reappearance, and repeated confer- 
ences \vith them. Rejecting the lniracle, Strauss 
is obliged to undertake the task, by no lneans a light 
one, of accounting for their unanimous belief in it; for 
the belief, also, of the assenlbly of more than five 
hundred disciples to whose testimony Paul refers. 
'fhe principal points in Strauss's attempted expla- 
nation are the following: 1 Christ had n10re and n10re 
impressed the disciples with the conviction that he was 
the l\Iessiah. IIis death, so contrary to their previous 
conceptions of what the J\Iessiah's career would be, 
for the time extinguisllCd this conviction. But after 
the first shock was over, their previous impression 
concerning Christ revived. IIence the psychological 
necessity of incorporating into their notion of the 
l\Iessiah the idea that he \yas to suffer and die. But 
as comprehending a thing, mnong the Jews of that 
tilne, only signified the deriving of it from the IIoly 
Scriptures, the apostles resorted to these to see whether 
there n1ight not be in thCln intimations that the 
les- 
siah was to suffer and die. rfhis idea, Strauss affirms, 
was foreign to the Old Testament; nevertheless, the 
apostles would find the intimations, which they wished 
to find, in all the poetic and prophetic passages of the 
Old Testament, as Isaiah liii., Psalm XXII., In which 


I Leben Jesu, s. 636 seq. 
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the men of God were represented as persecuted even 
to death. This obstacle surmounted, and having now 
a suffering, dying 
Iessiah, it followed next that Christ 
was not lost, but still remained to them: through 
death, he had only entered into his messia.nic glory, in 
which he was invisibly with them, always, even to the 
end of the world. I-Iaving advanced so far, they 
would be moved to ask themselyes how it was possible 
that he should refrain fro1l1 personally communicating 
with them? And how could they, in the warmth of 
feeling kindled by this unveiling to thelll of the 
Scriptural doctrine of a suffering and dying l\Ic3siah, 
avoid regarding this new ùiscovery as the effcct of an 
influcnce exerted upon them by the glorified Christ, 
"an opening of their understandings" by IIÍIn- 
"yea," adds Strauss, " as a discoursil/g with them?" 
These feelings, in the case of individuals, especially 
women, rose into an actual (apparent) vision. In the 
case of others, cven of whole asselnblies, something 
objective, visiblc, or audible, perchance thc sight of an 
unknown I)erson, Inade the impression of a revelation 
or n1anifestation of Jesus. TInt another step in the 
psychological process was yet to be ta1.en. If thc 
crucified 
Iessiah had reaUy ascenùed to the higllCst 
state of blessed existence, then his body could not 
have been left in the grave; and since there were Old 
Testamcnt expressions, like Psalm xvi. 10, " thou hhalt 
not lcm"c my soul in Hades, neither suffer thy IJoly 
One to see corruption," and I
aiah liii. 10, in wl1Ïch 
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the slain servant of Jehovah was promised a long life 
afterwards, the disciples could keep their previous 
notion that "Christ abideth forever" (John xii. 34), 
by nleans of the thought of an actual reawakening of 
the crucified; and, inasmuch as it was a Inessianic 
function to raise ht a future day the bodies of the 
dead, the return of Jesus to life 11111St be an actual 
anastasis-a resurrection of the body. 
'Vhat shall be said of tl1Ïs chain of conjectures? 
'Ye freely admit that all which Strauss asserts on this 
subject is possible. That the followers of Christ came 
to believe in his resurrection in the way above 
described, witllout the objective fact to excite this 
belief, is not absolutely beyond the bounds of possi- 
bility. It is not pretended that the fact of the Inirac1e 
is susceptible of strict denlOl1stration. N'" ay, we con- 
cede that if a man holds a n1Îracle, under the circum- 
stances, in connection with the establishment of Chris- 
tianity in this world, to be more improbable than any 
method, which is not literal1y irrational, of eXplaining 
it away, he may accept the above solution of Strauss 
TIut even he cannot shut his eyes to the tremendous 
difficulties which attend that solution. In order to 
set forth some of these difficulties, we nlust restate 
the hypothesis of Strauss, adding other particulars in 
his view, some of which have not been 111entioned. A 
young man-snch is the theory of Strauss-comes to 
the baptism of J olm with the SaIne 1110tive which led 
others to the prophet, and takes his place among his 
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discipleg. After John is thrown into prison, he begins 
himself to teach. lIe draws about hiIn a band of 
disciples. GraduaHy 11e COlnes to believe hiInself not 
merely a prophet, but even the expected 1\Iessiah. 
But at first, though inculcating spiritual truth, he 
shares in the poJitical theory of the l\Iessiah's kingdOlll 
until the unfavorable reception accorded to him and 
his doctrine modified the vicw he took of the charac- 
ter anù prospects of that kingdom. lIe lnay, not 
unlikely, have anticipated that the opposition excited 
against him would, at no ,"ery distant day, result in 
11Ïs death. But when seized by the J e,yish rulers, he 
was not looking for an immediate death. rrhis is a 
point which Strauss is obliged to maintain in order to 
avoid conceding to Christ supernatural knowledge. 
On a sudden he is seized in the midst of his follow- 
er
, and executed as a culprit. AU thcir expectations 
had been disappointed. They had expected the 
Ies- 
siah to work miracles; but they had witnessed none. 
They had looked for a political Prince, and been 
encouraged in their view, for a time, by J esns himself; 
but behold their imaginary Prince nailed to the cross ! 
lIe is solelnnly adjudged to death hy the rulers of the 
nation, by those who sat in 
Ioses' seat! And the 
civil power of the Romans carries out the sentence 1 
lIe dies, receiving no succor from God, apparently 
iucapahle of offering resistance! Add to this that 
they, as was natural, dispersed in terror. Can wc, 
adopting Strauss's interpretation of the prevIous 
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11istory of Jesus, think that the souls of the disciples 
were enthralled to that degree that they still clung to 
their faith in him? If Strauss ,yere willing to admit 
that Jesus had before e
hibited supernatural powers 
and had performed the miracles recorded of him in the 
Gospels, it would be less difficul t to account for a 
mistaken belief of his disciples in his resurrection; 
but in tllat case, the nlotive for discrediting the reality 
of the miracle would no longer exist. But the theory 
of Strauss respecting the prcyious life of Christ disables 
hÜn from explaining ]lOW a myth of this portentous 
character could spring up and obtain universal cre- 
dence amollg his disciples. There was nothing in the 
1\laster's career to prepare their minds to believe, lnuch 
less anything to predispose their minds to originate, 
such a report. And then the idea of aU of them, with 
none to dissent, reviving frOlll their terror and despon- 
dency; changing essentially their notion of the l\Ies- 

iah to suit the circumstances; attributing their new 
interpretations of the Old Testament to an inspiration 
fronl Christ; conceiving themselves, on this account, 
to be holding personal intercourse with him, then pro- 
ceeding to the further inference that his body lwcl 
heen awakened to life! 
\.dd to this that on the 

trength of this faith, the offspring of a series of the 
ycricst delusions, they went forth proclaiming the 
resurrection of Jesus, and this with a courage they 
]md never before nlanifested or felt-went forth- 
thcse illiterate visionaries-to the spiritual conquest 
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of the world! Notwithstanding the iuvelltions of 
Strauss to account for it, the revolution in the feelings 
of the apostles so soon after they had "mourned and 
wept," hm-ing thought that the kingdonl would be 
restored to Israel, and hid themselves out of " fear of 
the Jews," remains, unless we suppose a great objec- 
tive transaction to produce the change, an unexplained 
lllar\'el. :For in their deep dejection of mind, therc 
was nothing that could awaken a vision such as 
Strauss imagines. l\Iisery does not beget cnthusiaslll. 
But if we admit for the moment that his conjec- 
tures on this point are well founded, lIe is immediately 
eonfronted hy another difficulty, to surmount which he 
is obliged to set at defiance the testimony in the case. 
The most of the interriews with the risen Christ, 
which Strauss calls visions, took place in Jerusalem. 
There they met him-first, indiriduals, and then the 
cleven together, on the day but one after he had been 
laid in the tomb. rfhey had the 111ean8 of testing 
whether his body was, or was not, still in the embrace 
of death. 'rhey would certainly have made inquiry. 
They would certainly have gone to the tomb. Sen- 
sihlc of this difficulty, Strauss takes it upon him to 
transfer the scene of these intel'vie\,"s to Galilee. In 

latthew, where the account bears all the marks of 
being an abbre, iated sUlllmary, Jesus appears to 
" :Mary .Jfagdalene and the other 1\la1'Y" on the first 
Sunday, and the disciples arc directed to go into Gali. 
lee to meet him there. There Strauss places the scene 
2.3 
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of the supposed visions. 1 But in tak!ng this view he 
is obliged to contradict the more full narratiyes of the 
other evangelists, including John. They are con- 
finned, in this particular, by the unquestioned testi- 
mony of Paul. For he states that the reappearancc 
of Christ was on the third day after his burial. 'rhe 
commemoration of Sunday in the apostolic age, of 
which the Now Testament affords convincing cvidence, 
proves the same thing. There is no plausible explana- 
tion of the constant affirmation of the disciples that the 
resurrection occurreù on the third day, unless we sup- 
pose that Jerusalem was the place of his reappearance 
to them. The next declaration of Paul, that" I-Ie was 
seen of Cephas," falls in with the statement incident- 
ally made by Luke (Luke xxiv. 34), of the appearance 
of Christ" to Silnon" on the Sunday of the resurrec- 
tion; and it is natural to idcntify the interview with 
the twelve, wl1Ïch Paul 111entions inll11ediately after in 
the same verse, with the interview mentioned by Luke 
as taking place in the latter part of the Sa111C day (\'er. 
36). So that the denial by Strauss that these inter- 
views, whether real or imaginary, took place in Jerusa- 
Jem and soon after the burial of Christ, is in the teeth 
of unimpeachable testimony. 2 


1 Strauss throws aside, however, :Matthew's 3ccount of the inter- 
view of J csus with the two Marys. It is one of 3 multitude of 
instances in which Strauss follows an evangelist just so far as, and 
no fart11er than, it suits his convenience. 
!l Baur, the Prince of the TÜbingen critics, 8ppears to give up the 
Straussian notion that the disciples forsook Jerl1salem. "It proves," 
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But to remove the theatre of the so-called VISIons 
to Galilee does not suffice. It will not do to allow 
that the apostles began 80 80011 to believe and to preach 
thcir dreanl as a reality for which they were ready to 
lay down their lives. For this inward change, time 
was required. There must be, in their Galilean seclu. 
sion, a silent preparation-a 8tille VorbereituJlg. To 
secure this adyantage for his theory, Strauss does not 
hesitate to contradict the stateluent of Luke, in tIIe 
Acts, that within a few weeks frOlu the :1\la8ter's death, 
on the day of Pentecost, they preached with great 
power and proclaimed his Resurrection. 1 Observe 
that the author of the Acts is not credited with a 
myth, but is charged with conscious deception. 
But all this yiolent criticism is really insufficient, 
because, apart fronl the testimony of the evangelists, 
thc tcstimony of Patù luakes it evident that it was not 
VISIons, but intcrviews anù conferences, which the 
apostles lwd with the riscn Christ. Strauss, indecd, 
trics to show that Paul's own sight of Jesus was only 


he sa,ys, "the great strength of their faith and a greatly strengthened 
confidence in the cause.of Christ, that tùe disciples immediately after 
hi<; death neither scattered outside of Jerusalem, no'1' assembled in a 
remoter place, but in Jerusalem itself }\aù their permanent centre." 
See Dæ ChristentlLUm, etc. s. 41. lIe gives up the attempt "to 
penetrate by ps)"chological tmal
'sis into the inwarù spiritual forces," 
by which the unùelief of the 8postles at tlle death of Christ was 
supplanted by the faith in bis resurrection: s. 40. In this particu- 
lar, then, Baur seems to repudiate the long-ùrawn hypothesis of 
Strauss. 


I Leðen Jc
JU, ß. II. s. 639. 
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a vision, or a seeming vision, and then leaps to the 
inÎerence that the other interviews of the disciples with 
Christ, after his death, were of a like nature. But 
Paul evidently regarded the appearance of Christ to 
hiln at l1Ïs conversion, to which lw l1ere refers, as an 
objective, visible, actual manifestation. This late 
Il1anifestation of the ascended Christ, he connects with 
the appearances of Christ to the other apostles before 
his ascension. There is no warrant, therefore, either 
for the assertion that Paul, in his own case, was refer- 
ring to a vision, or, even if he were, that the 111anifesta- 
tions of Christ to the other disciples were of this kind. 
If it were admitted that Paul's sight of Jesus was 8n 
illusive impression, a seeming vision, as Strauss pre- 
tends, yet that implies psychologically a state of feeling 
on his part, whether it were incredulity or incipient 
faith, which nothing but the proclmnation of the resur- 
rection of Jesus by the apostles could have IJl'oc1uced. 
And their supposed visions, at least, no prior fact of 
this kind can help explain. But this theory of visions 
is excluded by the fact that he was seen, as Paul 
declares, more than once by the whole company of the 
apostles simultaneously, and still I110re by the fact of 
his appearance to an assembly of lnore than five hun- 
dred disciples at once. The simultaneous imaginary 
vision of Christ by so large a number would be unac- 
countable. 'rhe nature of those meetings of the disci- 
ples with Christ, which Paul records with so profound 
a sense of the vital importance of them, feeling that 
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" if Christ be not risen, our faith is vain," is set forth 
in the more circumstantial narratives of the evangelists. 
It was fact, not fancy, on which the preaching and the 
unconquerable faith of the apostles were founded. 


VII. rrhe lTIythical theory is inconsistent with the 
book of Acts. 
'Ve have just alluded to one point in this testi- 
lTIOny. The book of Acts is the continuation of the 
third Gospel by the smne author. It was written for 
the benefit of the same Theophilus to whom the Gos- 
pel was addressed (Acts i. 1). It is a work of a l>erson 
who was the beloved companion of the Apostle l>aul 
during a part of his n1Íssionary journeying. l The 
testimony of the Acts is of the highest value and im- 
portance. \Ve here see the apostles, a few weeks after 
tlw death of Christ, proclaiming in Jerusalem his 
resurrection. \Ve find thenl referring in their dis- 
courses to "the miracles, and wonders, and signs," 
which Christ bad l>erformed "in the midst" of the 
people to Wh0111 they spoke (Acts ii. 22). 'Ve find 
that the apostles themselvcs were cndowed with power 
to work miracles. 2 The Acts prove, thus, that the 
carlier Iniracles of Christ were believed and preached 
by the apostles. rrhry furnish the lUOst decisive proof 
of the supernatural cvents connected with the founding 
of Christianity. 


I Col. iv. 14; Acts. xvi. 10-17, xx. 5-15, xxi. I-IS, xxxii. 1 seq. 
2 Besides passages in the Acts, see on this point Rom. xv. 19; 
2 Cor. xii. 12; II('brews ii. 4. 
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Strauss, in l1is Life of Christ, prudently abstained 
frOlll considering at any length the testimony of the 
Acts. Other adherents of the Tübingen school, 
especially Banr and Zeller, have endeavored to supply 
this deficiency. But the mythical theory proves 
insufficient. It is found necessary to charge the 
author of the Acts with intentional fraud and false- 
hood. In defiance of the explicit, as well as incidental, 
evidence afforded by the Gospel, both works are re- 
manded to the early part of the second century, wl1ile 
the passages in the Acts in which the "we" occurs, 
are declared to have been thus left for the purpose of 
deceiving readers into the bclief that the date of its 
composition was earlier. So the old infidelity is 
brought back again. Candid Inen will sooner put 
faith in the direct stateluents, 111ade by the author of 
the third Gospel and of the Acts respecting himself, 
fully corroborated as they are by internal evidence of 
an incidental nature which could not hmTe been ll1an- 
ufactured, and confirmed, too, by the authority of the 
early Church, than accept the theory that we owe 
these precious histories of Christ and the apostles to 
a cheat. 


VIII. The n1ythical theory is proved untenable by 
the fact that the supernatural elmuents in the life of 
Christ, arc inseparably connected with circumstances 
and sayings ,,,,hich are plainly l1istorical. 
The ad\'ocates of the mythical theory undertake to 
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dissect the Gospel histories, and to cast out everything 
supernatural. Out of the residuum they will construct 
the veritable life of Christ. N ow if it be true that 
the natural and the supernatural, the historical and 
the (so-called) fabulous, are incapable of this divorce, 
but that both are parts of each other, so that if one be 
destroyed the other vanishes also, then the miracles 
nlust be allowed to stand. And such is the fact. 
These narratives will not suffer the decomposition that 
is attempted upon them. The two elements, the 
natural and the Iniraculous, will not adn1Ït of being 
thus torn apart. 'Ve have space for only a few proofs 
and inustl'ation
 of our proposition; but these, it is 
hoped, are sufficient to show its truth. The first 
illustration we have to offer is the Inessage of John the 
Baptist frOlll his prison, to inquire of Jesus, " Art thou 
he that should comc, o'r do we look for another? " 1 
rrhe two disciples of John witnessed the various 111ira- 
cles of healing perform cd by Christ. Jesus then said 
to them: "Go and shew John again these things 
which yc do hear and sec : the blind receive their sight, 
and the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, and the 
ùeaf hear, the dead arc raised up, and the poor have 
the gospel preached to them: and blessed is he who- 
soever shall not be offended in me." The messengers 
departed; and Jesus procceùs to speak, with earnest 
emotion, to the people who are present, of the sacred 
character and the position of .Tohn. Now it is ohvious 


1 Matt. xi. 2 Sl'q.; Luke vii. 18 BCg. 
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that if one part of this narrative is given up, the rest 
falls with it. There is no way of escaping the mira- 
culous, as the procedure of Strauss evinces, except by 
c.lenying the whole-denying that John sent the nles- 
sage. But how irrational to suppose that the disciples 
of Christ would have falsely attributed to John the 
doubt as to the 
Iessiahship of Jesus, which occasioned 
the message. l Haù Strauss no theory to Inaintain, he 
would be the last to assume a thing so improbable. 
'Ve haye, then, an exan1ple in which the Iniracles are an 
indissoluble part of a transaction undeniably historical. 
'Ve proceed to another illustratioll. The evangel- 
ists record four instances of the miraclùous healing of 
aggravated diseases on the Sabbath, each of which led 
to a conversation, inseparable frOlll the incident that 
proyoked it, and yet luanifestIy historica1. 2 Let us 
briefly notice one of these instances-that of the man 
healed of the dropsy. On this occasion, in reference 
to the lawfulness of healing on the Sabbath-day, Christ 
put to the lawyers and Pharisees the question: 
"'Vhich of JOu shall have an ass or an ox fallen into 


1 That such was the motive of the message seems clear. See 
Meyer on 
ratthc\Y, s. 244. The momentary uncertainty of John 
may have been owing to the circumstance that Jesus remained in 
retiracy and gave no signs of inaugurating any political change, from 
the expectation of which John was, perhaps, not wholly free. 
2 1. The case of the man with a withered hand, :Matt. xii. 9 seg. 
(Luke vi. G seg. j Mark iii. 1 seq,). 2. The man afflicted with dropsy, 
Luke xiv. 5 seq. 3. The woman bowed down with a chronic 
infirmity, Luke xiii. 10 seq. 4. The lame man at the pool of 
Bethesda, .John v. 2 scq. 
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a pit, and will not straightway pull hinl out on the 
Sabbath-day? " Strauss cannot bring himself to deny 
that Jesus proposed this question. The expression, 
both in doctrine and in form, is too characteristic of 
l1Ïs method of teaching. N or can he avoid admitting 
that it was spoken in connection with SOlue act of 
Jesus in n1Ïnistering to the diseased. lIe even COll- 
cedes that the inquiry would be inappropriate unless 
the case were that of a person rescued fronl a great 
peril. After nlaking various suggestions which fail to 
satisfy himself, Strauss is at length inclined to fall 
hack upon the (so-called) natural exposition, which he 
is wont to handle, in general, so unmercifully.l If 
Jesus ministered among his disciples to bodily as well 
as spiritual infirmities, and had been giving remedies 
on the Sabbath, the question may have been put by 
way of self-defence. After following Strauss in the 
perpetual attack he DIakes, with logic and satire, upon 
the interpretations of Paulus, which, to he sure, are 
equally destitute of reason and taste, one cannot help 
being struck with surprise to find hilll resorting, in 
order to avoid the ll1Ïracle, to one of that critic's 
favorite notions. K othing could nlOre clearly inùicate 
the stress of the difficulty which is created by the 
cvident verity of the X ew rrestamcnt rcport. 
rrhe evangelists state that on nunlcrous occasions, 
after working a miracle, Jesus directed that the fact 
should not be noised abroaù. Not only would hc be 


1 Leben Jesu, B. II. !.'t. 118, 119. 
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concerned to avoid a premature conflict with the 
Jewish rulers, which n1Ïght cut hÏ1n off before bis 
work was finished, but the prohibition was with' 
reference to the eagenless of the people for a political 
l\Iessiah, and in order that the number of his disciples 
might not he swelled by a 111ultitude on whonl no deep 
spiritual impression had been made; who would, 
therefore, abandon their faith as soon as their carnal 
expectation should be balked. In sonle instances, the 
evangelist
 infonn us, the injunction of Christ on 
this point was not complied with. That. Christ should 
utter these prohibitions, was in itself a remarkable 
circumstance. It must fix itself, and did fix itself, in 
the recollection of his disciples. But if the nliracles 
are dropped, what becomes of the prohibition to report 
thenl? Strauss's talent for conjecture is here put to a 
severe test. He concludes that Christ, after he began 
his public ministry, at first regarding l1Ïmself as only a 
forerunner like J olm, and only by degrees indulging 
the idea that he is hiInself the l\Iessiah, was, so to 
speak, struck with fear at hearing that distinctly sug- 
gested f1'01n without which he hardly, in his own 
bosom, dared to conjecture, or had only shortly before 
come to believe 1 That is, in homelier phnse, Christ 
wished nothing to be said on the subject till he had 
made up his own mind 1 'Ve need offer no comment 
on this theory, save to remind the reader that it does 
not touch the proof that this injunction most frequent- 
ly had reference to miracles. 
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Still another example of the truth that the natural 
and the supernatural are bound up together in thc 
Gospel history, is afforded by the naLTativc of the 
Saviour's agony in Gethsemane. 'fhis disclosure of 
the sinking of his heart in the near prospect of death, 
and of the struggle through which he passed, is felt 
by the reader to be historical. Least of all would 
Strauss he expected to impeach the verity of it. I-lis 
axiOlll is that the disciples were swayed by a desire to 
glorify their nlaster. lIe strangely attributes the 
circumstance that the disciples are said to have fallen 
asleep, even here in the garden, and on the Ì\Iount of 
'fransfiguration, while Christ was awake, to a secret 
desire to ascribe to hinl a certain superiority. How, 
then, could they haye been prompted to falsely repre- 
sent him in a state of feeling, which,. in the judgment 
of the world, however superficial that judgment may 
he, is less noble and worthy than the placid lnanner 
of a Socrates? And yet Strauss, after long criticisms 
of the several Gospel narratives, pronounces the wholc 
story of the agony of .T esus ill the garden unhistori- 
cal ! 1 lIe. has, moreover, a reason for this judgment. 
This agitation, whatever causes produced it, was con- 
ditioncd by the knowledge that death was at hand. 

 ow, as the l)lot was a secret one, to admit that .J esus 
was possessed of this knowledge would bc tantamount 


1 _" jener ganze Seelenkampf, weil auf unerweislichcn V or- 
:mssetsungcn rul\end, aufgcgcbcn wertlen muss." Leben Jesu, B. II. 
8. 4:>4. 
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to the acknowledgment of his supernatural foresight. 
Strauss makes a laborious endeavor to show tl1at none 
of the words of Jesus in the record of the instit.ution 
of the Supper, imply an expectation of an immediate 
death. Thus, to avoid the supernatural, he strikes 
out of the history of Christ a passage which bears the 
most unmistakable stamp of being historical, and 
which his own fundmuental postulate forbids him to 
reject! 
Otl1er proofs of a more than human knowledge on 
the part of Christ, are left upon the Gospel page. 
Christ predicted the destruction of Jerusalen1, the 
overthrow of the Jewish state, and the forfeiture of its 
rank and privilege, as the scat of the worship of 
Jehovah. \Vhen the city stood in all its strength and 
splendor, he set the date of its downfall within the 
lifetime of the generation then on the stage. lIe fore- 
told, what is even lllore impressive to a thoughtful 
n1Ïnd, tl1e progress of the Christian cause to a universal 
triumph. In the parables of the luustard-seed and the 
leaven, he depicted the small beginnings and the 
future extent and power of the Christian religion. 
What a gaze was that which thus looked far down the 
stream of time! The unaided faculties of no man, in 
the situation of Jesus, could have thus forecast the 
drama of history. 


IX. rrhe arbitrary and sophistical character of the 
criticism applied to the contents of the Gospels in 
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orùer to prove then1 untrustworthy, IS conclusive 
agains
 the mythical theory. 
The method of Strauss, as we hm. e indicated 
before, is to overthrow the credibility of the Gospels, 
to the end that he may disprove their genuineness. 
He wishes, hy an analysis of the testilnony, to show 
that it cannot emanate from eyewitnesses or qualified 
contemporaries. lIenee, the greater part of his book 
is taken up with t.he detailed examination of the Gos- 
pels, his ainl being to show theln to be destitute of 
historical authority. Strauss has forgotten the admo- 
nition of his countryman, Lessing: "if Livy, and 
Diony
ius, aud Polybius, and rracitus, are so candidly 
and liberally treated that we do not stretch thmu upon 
the rack for a syllable, ,vhy should not l\Iatthew, and 
l\[ark, and Luke, and John be treated as well? " \r e 
characterize his criticÜnn as generally unfair and 
SOI)histical. IIis manner is precisely that of a 
harp 
advocate who sets himself to pick to pieces the testi- 
mony of a conlpany of artless, but honest and compe- 
tent \\ itnesses. Variations are luagnified anù harped 
upon; whatever is stated by one and omitted hy 
another is laid to sonIC occult lllotive either in the one 
or the other, or in both; llleanings are read into tllC 
record which ncver occurred to those who gaye it; and 
hy other arts familiar to the adyocate the impression 
is sought to be produced that the testimony is entitled 
to no credit. rTo fan suspicion is the prilllc object of 
Strauss. lIis lllCthod would destroy the credibility 
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of all history. A parody, where the subject IS an 
established, notorious historical fact, is the most 
effective Inethod of refuting this criticislu' which rests 
on SuspIcIOn. If "\Vhately's Life of Napoleon is not a 
valid refutation of Hume, inasmuch as no natural fact, 
however unexampled, can be l)ut in the same category 
with a supernatural fact, this little work, nevertheless, 
well illustrates with what facility doubt may be cast 
upon sOl
nd and credible testimony. A clever parody 
upon Strauss was written in Germany, in the form 
of a Life of Luther. l The fact of "two birthplaces," 
for example, Bethlehem and Nazareth, which, at the 
outset, calls out the skepticism of Strauss, is put by 
the side of circumstances equally surprisin
 in the case 
of Luther, whose parents, before he was born, had 
come fr01u l\Iöhra to Eisleben, and shortly after that 
event moved to l\Iansfeld. An able writer 2 has finely 
parodied the reasoning of Strauss through which he 
aims to impeach the credit of the evangelists, by try- 
ing the same method upon the ancient testimonies 
describing the assassination of Julius Caesar. And he 
proves that Caesar was never killed, by the same 
species of argunlent which Strauss employs to disproye 
the healing of the Centurion's son, or the transfigura- 


1 The title is as fonows: II The Life of Luther, critically treated 
by Dr. Casuar Mexico, 2836." (Tübingen: 1839. The work was 
written by Wurm). A learned doctor, a thousand years hence, takes 
up the documents pertaining to the life of the Reformer, and, follow- 
ing stdctly the method of Strauss, provcs their untrustworthiness. 
2 Professor Norton, in 1lÏs Internal Evidences of tlte Gospels. 
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tion. The one effort is just as successful as the other. 
The advocates of the mythical theory are very zealous 
in their repugnance to forced harnlonizing, but forced 
disharmonizing is surely not less unworthy. 'Yhat is 
the issue raised by Strauss? It is not the question 
whether the Gospels are free fronl discrepances; nor 
is it the question whether these narratives are inspired, 
or what kind anù degree of inspiration belongs to 
them; nor is it, in general, the <luestion how far they 
may, or may not, partake of imperfections, from which 
competent and credible witnesses are not expected to 
be wholly exempt. But the essential truth of these 
narratives is the IJroposition which he Ï1npugns, and 
which, as we affirm, he utterly fails to overthrow. 
A great nlany causes besides error, either innocent 
or wilftÙ, 11lay introduce Inodifications into the form of 
a narrative. Of this all are aware who have pursued 
hi
torical investigations, or are conyers ant with courts 
of law, or even observant of ordinary conversation 
'Vherc brevity is aimed at, not only an omission, but 
some modification, of features of a narrative is often 
required. A peculiar interest in one element of a 
transaction may have the samc effect, or may lead a 
reporter to change the order of circumstances. .For 
thc sake of 111aking a transaction intelligible to a par- 
ticular person or class, some addition or subtraction 
may be nccessary. At one time, an event nlay ùe 
stated in the dryest form; at another, the same cvent 
may be pictured to the imagination. Two reports of 
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the same transaction will often seem irreconcilable, but 
a new fact, coming to light, renloves the contradiction. 
'fhese are universally acknowledged principles. fro 
hold living witnesses, or documents, to a mathematical 
accuracy of statement, or to an absolute c01upleteness, 
on the penalty of being cast out of court, is disreputa- 
ble sophistry. 
These are grave charges against the critical method 
of Strauss, and we proceed to substantiate them by 
examples. On account of the demand made by the 
Pharisees that Jesus should give them "a sign," or 
" a sign fr0111 heaven" 1 (1\1 ark viii. 11, 12; 1\IatL xii. 
38 seq., xyi. 1 seq. ; Luke xi. 29 seq.), and the refusal 
of Jesus, Strauss affirms that Christ is here said to 
disrlailll the working of miracles 1 That is, the evan- 
gelist, in each case, so stultifies himself as to put on 
the SaIne page with the record of n1Ïracles such a 
disavowal by Christ! The simple truth is, that the 
" sign" was a peculiar manifestation in the sky, ex- 
pected to attend the advent of the l\Iessiah, and which 
the Pharisees demanded in addition to all the other 
Iniracles. 2 Strauss says that Jesus, in forgiving the 
sins of the paralytic (1\latt. ix. 2), recognized the 
,J ewish doctrine of the allobnent of evil in this life in 
exact proportion to the sin of the individua1. 3 Yet 


1 Leben Jesu, B. II. s. 4. 

 See Neander on John vi. 30 (Leben Jesu); Meyer on Matt. 
xvi. 1. 
:I Leben Jesu, B. II. s. 75 seg. 
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this doctrine is plainly inconsistent with what Christ 
said on hearing of the Galileans "wllOse blood Pilate 
hall n1Ïngled with their sacrifices;" with the declara. 
tions in the Sermon on the Þtlount; with the parable 
of the Rich l\Ian and Lazarus, and with the statement 
in respect to the Illau born blihd (.John ix. 3). That 
an opposite doctrine i
 expressly taught in several of 
these passages, Strauss allows. It is only needful to 
snppose tlwt in the particular case of the paralytic, his 
diseas
 was directly occasioned by smne sin, I or that 
Jesus saw that his conscience was troublcd. 2 On how 
slender a foundation is a gross inconsistency charged 
npon the Great rrcacher, or upon the historians who 
report hÏ1n! 
A specÜnen of nUl11CrOUS minor perversions of the 
sense of Scripture, is the rcmark of Strauss upon l\fatt. 
xxi. 7, where it is said that the disciples "brought 
the ass and the colt, and put on thenl thcir clothes, 
and they set him thereon." The last worù, the 
translation of i."Tá}){I) aÙT6JV, Strauss refers to tIle 
animals, and strives to make the evangelist utter 
nonsense; 3 whereas the pronoun refers to the clothes: 4 
and even if the construction of Strauss were correct, 
he could only in fairness convict the evangelist of using 
a loose, colloquial expression. A similar instance of 
qnibbling is the effort to foist upon John the error of 


1 So lI[cycr, nd loco 
2 So Bleck, S!/110pt. Erkl 8. 75. 


· So N cnndcr nnd lfcycr. 
s Lcben Je8u, B. II. 8. 27.1. 


26 
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supposing that the IIigh Priesthood was an annual 
office, because he alludes to an individual as "IIigh 
Priest that year." 1 In the narrative of John, Peter is 
11lade to go first into the sepulchre, according to Strauss, 
out of respect to the vulgar notion concerning Peter; 
and John must be made out to be the first to believe in 
the Resurrection. 2 But why not rather give to Peter 
the last distinction, or to John the first? Is it possi- 
ble for criticisll1 to be l110re arbitrary and groundless? 
The relation, ,ve are told, in which John is placed to 
Peter, in the fourth Gospel, is "suspicious" 3_ 
vcrdacldig is a fayorite word with Strauss-but the 
position of John alllong the disciples is attested not 
only in the Acts but also by Paul, who styles him, 
Peter, and Jmnes, the pillars of the church at Jeru- 
salcm. 4 Peter's confession of faith (l\Iatt.... xvi. 16) 
is construed into a proof that even the disciples had 
not before taken Jesus for the l\Iessiah. But the 
fervor and depth of Peter's faith, the peculiar source 
of it, and perhaps, the glimpse of the higher nature of 
Jesus involved in it, together with the fact that it -was 
uttered at the lnoment when others 'were deserting 
him, constitute its peculiarity and explain the marked 
cOIDlllendation by Christ. rro what reader of the 
passage did the notion of Strauss ever occur? \Yho 
ever felt any difficlùty of the sort? Noteworthy is 
the timidly-asserted imputation of an achnixture of 


1 Leben Jesll, R. II. B. 361. 
S Leben Jesll, B. 1. s. 582. 


2 Leben JeSlt, B. II. B. 582. 
4 Leben JCSll, B. 1. B. 497. 
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political elements in the plan of Jesus. l The abstain- 
ing fronl every effort to organize a political party, the 
explicit abjuring of a design to found a kingdolllof 
this \vorld, the ackllow ledglnent of earthly Inagistratcs, 
the essentially spiritual character of all the doctrines 
and precepts of Christ, are not denied. One would 
think that this were enough to acquit hÌlll of the 
slightest participation in the current Jewish notion of 
a political 
Iessiah. All that Strauss brings to sup- 
port his charge from the words of J estiS, is the promise 
that the disciples should sit on twelve thrones, judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel. But this was to be at the 
:raÂlYYl;}ll;úia-in the future spiritual kingdOlu of the 
ncw heavens and the new earth. If this proves a 
temporal idea of the messianic kingdom, then the 
declaration of Paul that the saints shall judge the 
world, would prove that he held the same. '1'he 
prOluise of Christ presents, in a tropical form, the 
reward of an u1timate participation ill his own hea- 
venly glory. 
fhe insinuation of Strauss that the 
entrance of Christ into J erusalcll1, riding on an ass, 
wa
 a claÌlll for political recognition, does not merit 
a reply. 
U ndcr this head may be mentioned the neglect of 
Strauss to adhere to his own theory, in the frequent 
implication of a wilful deception on the part of the 
evangelists. This peculiarity of his criticisIll is worthy 
of marked attention. lIe is PC11)ctually crossing the 
1 Leben Jau, ll. 1. B. 518 seq. 
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line that separates the Inyt1Ücal from the mendacious. 
He thus proceeds frequently upon a theory which he 
professes to reject. A consciousness on the part of an 
llistorian that his statements are not confonned to the 
truth, 111akes him guilty of intentional falsehood. Then 
we have not myth, but lie. 'Vhen Strauss says that 
the cases of the healing of the blind are nluch Inore 
numerous than the instances of the healing of lepers, 
because the former admit of a greater variety of cir- 
cumstances ; 1 when he states that the healing of the 
impotent man (John v. 1 seq.) was fralned on the basis 
of narratives in the other Gospels 1 and made to takc 
place on the Sabbath, because the words " take up thy 
bed and walk," would furnish the Inost suitable text 
for the dispute, that follows, about the observance of 
t.he Sabbath; 2 when he says that the prediction by 
Christ of the Inode of his death was attributed to him 
from a desire to relieve the feeling which was ex- 
cited by the shameful character of the cross; when 
he affirms that the foreknowledge of the treason of 
Judas was falsely ascribed to Jesus frolll a like nlotive; 3 
when he says tllat the reference in John (John xviii. 
26) to a kinslnan of }lalchus is artificial and unhis- 
torical, being put in simply to fix lVlalchus immovably 
in the narrative; 4 when he charges that the account 
of Pilate's washing of his hands, sprung frOln a desire 
of Christians to make the innocence of Christ seem 


1 Leben Jesu, B. II. s. 64. 
S Leben JCSll, n. II. s. 3'ï1. 



 Leben Jesu, B. II. s. 122. 
· Leben Jesu, D. II. s. 473. 
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dear and certain; 1 and in numerous other places, some 
of which hav.e been touched upon under former topics, 
Strauss virtually accuses the sacred writers and cady 
disciples of conscious fùlsehood. lIe thus falls back 
upon a 8cheme of infidelity which the advocates of the 
mythical theory are fond of decrying as obsolete and 
as supplanted by their own more refined and charitable 
VIew. 
Of the unwarrantable attelllpt to fix a contradiction 
which shall in1pair their credit, upon the Gospel writers, 
where no contradiction really exists, there is a n1ulti- 
tude of examples in Strauss. Thus, in comparing the 
healing of the paralytic in the record of 
Iatthew 
(
latt. ix. 1 seq.,) with the narrative of the smne event 
in l\Iark and Luke ()Iark ii. 3 seq.; Luke v. 18 seq.), 
he intimates that the two latter, in saying that a lllUl- 
titude came to Christ, start with an exaggeration of the 
simpler story of 
Iatthew; a1though 
Iatthew closc8 
the account of the miracle with the words, " aJld when 
the l1LUltitlfde saw it, they marvelled." 2 It would seem 
no great inaccuracy in Luke and 
Iark to mention at 
the beginning what 1\Iatthew lllCutions at the end of 
the narrative. If one evangelist is more circuillstantial 
than another, the additional matter is at once pro- 
nounced a later, fictitious addition. In the healing of 
the Centurion's son, because ßlatthew abbreviates the 
incident, omitting to mention the messages scnt by thc 


1 Liben JeSll) n. II. B. 37. 
2 Leben Jesu) B. II. s. 503. 
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Centurion, these are at once set down as exaggerations 
of the original story.l As if a writer were bound, in 
all cases, to give details! The main points-the faith 
of the Centurion and the healing from a distance- 
are clearly presented in l\Iatthew; and these are the 
essential points in the incident. On similar grounds 
the charge of exaggeration is brought against l\Iark 
and Luke (l\Iark v. 22 seq.; Luke viii. 11 seq.), on 
account of the narrative of the cure of the daughter 
of Jairus
 which :Jlatthew (
1att. ix. 18 seq.) also gives 
in an abbreviated form. Such criticism upon secular 
history would be scouted. Strauss labors hard to 111ake 
out a contradiction between certain statements in John 
concerning Judas (John xiii. 27-30), and the statement 
of the synoptical writers, that he had previously bar- 
gained 'with the priests; but John says nothing incon- 
sistent with this. So Strauss would set the other 
evangelists in opposition to John, in reference to the 
statelnent of the latter, that Judas went out from the 
Supper, although the fact is that they say notJâng 
about it one way or the other. A baseless charge of 
contradiction is founded on the statenlent of John that 
Christ bore his cross, and the statement of the othel 
evangelists that, on the way to the place of crucifixion, 
it was laid upon a man nmned Simon. 2 It is a poor 
cause which requires such perverse interpretation to 
prop it up. 


1 Leben JCSl1, B. II. s. 94 seq. 
2 Leben Je811, B. II. 
. 509. 
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Besides the artificial interpretation ill the work of 
Strauss, his criticism is Iuarked by a pen"ading fallacy. 
He reasons in a circlc, using now the authority of the 
Synoptics to disprove a statement in JolIn, and now 
the authority of John to dispro\re a statement of the 
SJ noptics. lIe is ever calling back this or that wit- 
ness whom he has himself driven out of court, and 
seeking to make out a point by the use of his testi- 
Inony. 


Another fallacy runs through Strauss's work and 
vitiates nlllCh of his reasoning. lIe is continually 
ascribing features in the Gospel narratives to the desire 
or tendency of the disciples" to glorify their Blaster." 
This tcndency or desire is a8sumed without proof. Be- 
ing thus arbitrari1y assumed, it is freely used to throw 
discredit on the narratives, while it is only on thc 
foundation of the asslllllcd falsehood of the narratives 
that the existcnce of such a desire or tendency is 
supposed! 


x. The connecting of the variOUS portions of 
the Gospel history with predictions and incirlents 
which, it is alleged, sen-ed as a spur and model for 
the mythopæic faculty, is gcncrally far-fetched and 
forced. 
If Strauss fails in 11is ncgative work of proving the 
falsity of the X ew Testament lùstory. his failure to 
account for the construction of it is not lcss siO"nal. 
" 
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If Christ was to heal the sick, some degree of resem- 
blance between his Iniracles and those wrought by the 
Old Testament prophets was to be expected. Yet 
Strauss seldom finds a resemblance near enough to 
render the assertion plausible that one event could have 
stimulated the fancy to the production of the other. 
In various cases, where there is a palpable difficulty in 
applying his theory, he takes refuge in the arbitrary, 
unsupported affirmation that features originally belong- 
ing to the Gospel narrative have been effaced and other 
features substituted for them. In regard to other mi- 
raculous occurrences described in the Gospels, llC is 
unable to fasten decidedly on anything which could 
have put the imagination of the disciples upon fraIning 
them. But, of course, one test of his theory must be 
its applicability to the details of the New rrestament 
history. 
rrhe justice of the preceding remarks may be evinced 
by illustrations. Strauss 111akes the healing of the 
Centurion's son a 111yth, founded on the healing of 
Naaman by the prophet Elisha (2 Kings v. 8 seq.).I 
But only in the one circlunstance, that the prophet did 
not go out personally to Ineet 1\ aaman, do the two 
miracles resem1le each other; and even here there is 
the marked difference, that in the case of N aaman a 
message promising a cure was sent to the diseased 
person himself. ßloreover, the Centurion's son was a 
paralytic, while N aaman was cured of the lliore terrible 


1 Leben JCSll, B. II. s. 3. 
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disease of leprosy; but a leading canon of Strauss IS 
that tl
e nlessianic miracle will be an exaggerated copy 
of the Old Testament original. The healing of the 
withered hand (l\Iatt. xii. 10 paral.) is said to be a 
fancy-copy of the healing of Jeroboam's hand (1 Kings 
xiii. 6). But the prominent point, ,vhich would not 
have been forgotten, in the latter naTrative, is the 
character of the king thus healed. lIe stretched out 
his hand unrighteously, and could not draw it back. 
l(or the miracle of calming the sea, Strauss vainl)" 
searches for some Old Testanlent parallel. lIe is 
obliged to faU back on passages (Ps. cvi. !) ; Nahum i. 
4; Ex. xiv. IG, 21), all of which relate to the dr!/ing 
'lip oj the sea. 1 "\Vhence the extraordinary deviation ill 
the Gospel narrative? Strauss can think of no other 
solution than the fact that, being in a ship, Christ 
could not be well conceived of as making bare the bed 
of the sea! But if there was this difficulty, could not 
the myth-makers have taken care to place him in a 
more convenient position? 'fhe account of the mirac- 
ulous draught of fishes in John (c. xxi.), is pronounced 
a lnythical combination of Luke v. 4 seq. and 1\Iatt. 
xiv. 22 seq. But Strauss is enlbarrassed hy falling 
into conflict with two of his own axioms, one of whie]. 
is that the latcr account has Inost of Illiraclc, and that 
in John, especially, the miraculous is carried to the 
highest point: whereas, in the case before us, John 
represents Peter as 8ZCÙJl1J1Ùl!J to the shore, '" hile, in 


I Leben Je.w, B. II. s. 1613. 



410 MYTHICAL THEORY OF STRAUSS. 


the earlier narratives, he \valked on the sea. The mir- 
acle of the transfiguration occasions Strauss great 
trouble. rrhere is, indeed, the account of the shining 
of the face of :ßloses, although this was after his descent 
from the 111ountain, and of the voice out of a cloud; but 
it happens that the chronology of this miracle of the 
transfiguration is so definitely fixed, the event is so 
connected with things before and after, that the his- 
torical character of the narrative cannot well be 
doubted. 1 }-'or the miracle of the stater in the Inouth 
of the fish, no antecedent prophecy or incident call be 
found. The same is true of the nÜracle of the healing 
of the ten lepers; and Strauss resorts to the supposi- 
tion that a parable has here been mistaken for a fact. 
It is only by searching the Old rrestament and the 
Rabbies, and cOlnbining one scrap here with another 
there, as the. necessities of each case demand, that 
Strauss is able to nmke any practical application of 
his theory. The 1110st that he shows, when he is 
1l10St fortunate, is that a given narrative might possi- 
bly have grown out of this or that story or predic- 
tion. But, jJossibly not; possibly the narrative is the 
record of a fact. A probability is what Strauss fails 
to make out. 


'Ye leaye here the special criticislll contained in 
Strauss's work. But there remain to be presented 
several considerations of a lIlore general character. 


1 See meek's Synopt. Erkl., B. IT. s. 56-67. 
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XI. The mythical theory is inconsistent with a fair 
view of the temper and character of those immediately 
concerned ill the founding of Christianity. 
Christ chose twelve disciples to be constantly with 
him, in order that an authentic impression of his own 
character and an authentic representation of his deeds 
and teaching, might go forth to the world. 'Ve find 
them, c\'en in Paul, designated as "thc Twelve," and a 
nmrked distinction is accorded to them in the early 
written Apocalypse. 1 The naturc of their office, even 
if, contrary to all reason, the testimony of the Gospels 
were rejected, is maùe abundantly clear by those writ- 
ings of Paul which are acknowledged by the skepticnl 
school to he genuine. Their function was to te
dif!/ of 
Christ. Understanùing their office, it wa
 natural that, 
as Luke relates, they should feel called upon, after the 
defection of Judas, to fin up their origiiIaI number by 
selecting a lJerson who had" companied" with thenl 
through the puhlie life of Christ, to be, as they snid, 
"a witness with us of his resurrection." 2 A doubt 
of this last fact, in Paul's estimation, was equiralellt 
to charging the apostles with being false wilnesses. 3 


1 1 ('or. x\-. [) ; Rev. xxi. 14. The Revelation, it i
 allowed by the 
Tübingell school, was written about A. D. 70. 
2 Acts i. 21, 22. Passages ad\"erting to thi!:! office of the apost- 
les arc, as we should expect, numerous in the history, gÏ\-en in the 
Acts, of their preaching. Among pa:,:sages elsewhere to tùe same 
effect arc I..uke i. 2, xxi". 48; Juhn xv. 27; 1 Peter v. 1; 1 Cor. 
xv. 15. 
3 1 Cor. xv. 15. 
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The disciples were not enthusiasts, but sober-mind- 
ed witnesses, distinctly aware that they held this 
position. 
But the principal remark we have to lnake under 
this head strikes deeper. There is one quality which 
pervades the teaching and the religion of Christ, and 
that is holiness. This attribute is, also, a 111arked 
element of the Old TestaInent religion, in distinction 
from the religions of the Gentile world. The Sermon 
on the 
Iount touches the deepest chords of moral 
feeling. It speaks to the conscience. They who were 
drawn to Christ strongly enough to persist in following 
him, were brought face to face with moral obligations 
and with the infinite consequences depending on 1110ral 
tempers. But holiness nlust affect the intellectual 
operations. It introduces the principle of truthfulness 
into the soul. . It puts an end to the vagaries of fancy. 
It opens the eye to realities. IIoliness becomes, in 
this way, the safeguard against self-delusion. Now, 
in the case of the 
Iaster himself, it is irrational to 
think that he whose holiness was free from the alloy of 
sin, could cherish a misrrable, self-exalting illusion 
concerning himself. Could that holiness which rebuked 
the least admixture of sin in the 1110tives and spirit 0 f 
his dearest followers, be so mixed with the 'íilde
t 
enthusia
m ? IIis disciples, not the twelve alone, but 
all who were willing to incur the peril and the odiulll 
of permanerrtly attaching themselves to his cause, must 
have partaken of his spirit. The distinction of good 
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and evil, of truth and falsehood, was everything in 
their eyes. The comparison of the beauty-loving 
Greek with the truth-loving I Iebrew, even when we 
are treating of an earlier age, involves an evident 
fallacy. :i\Iuch Inore is the comparison of the IIebrew 
on whose ear not only the decalogue but the holy doc- 
trines and precepts of Christ had fallen, with the 
Greek of a primitive age, fitted only to mislead. In 
the New Testament writings we breathe an atmosphere 
of truth anù holiness. 'Ve are in contact with lnen 
who feel the so]eulnity of existence. "r e are contin- 
ually impressed with the trenlCndous issues depending 
on the right use of the pO\rcrs anù faculties of the 
mind. 'Ve are alllong those who are Eolicitous, above 
all things, to be found faithful. Is it an error to 
expect from the holy a clearer discernment of truth? 
Is it an error to suppose that holiness clarifies the 
vision? that holiness will save nlen from confounding 
the dremns of fancy with fact? If this l>c an error, 
then the nature of lllan was made to be an instnullcnt 
of deception 311(1 delusion. Then we lllust dcny that 
"if the eye be single, the whole body shall be full of 
1 . I " 
Ig It. 
",Yhocver looks into the Gospels will see tlmt the 
pardon of sin is the great blessing promised and sought. 
It was they who craycd this blessing who cmne to 
Christ, and remained believers, when thosc who had 
followed frolll a lower nlOtivc forsook him. But the 
scnse of unworthiness, and enthusiasm, do not cocxist. 
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The feeling of guilt may engender unfounded fears, 
and rUll into superstition; but nothing is more foreign 
from that play of the imagination which is implied in 
the theory we are opposing. rrhat conviction of per- 
sonal unworthiness, growing out of self-judgment and 
moral thoughtfulness, which led men to Christ, is 
wholly averse from enthusiaslTI. The desire to see 
n1Ïracles ,vas not the deepest feeling in those who 
adhered to Christ. Rather was it the desire of for- 
giveness and salvation. The Iniracles were a welcome 
proof that Christ "had power on earth to forgive sins ;" 
but the nloral and spiritual benefit was uppermost. in 
their esteem. They stood on a plane altogether above 
that occupied by a people in their intellectual childhood 
when the higher faculties are in abeyance, and the 
understanding is under the absolute sway of fancy and 
the craving for the lTIm'velious. 


XII. Christ and Christianity receive no adequate 
explanation from the skeptical theory. 
This theory makes the character of Christ, as 
depicted in the New Testament, to be largely the 
product of the imagination of his disciples. The con- 
ception of that character, so excelling everything known 
before or since, combining all perfections in an original 
and unique, yet self-consistent, whole, the unapproached 
model of excellence for the ages that were to follow, 
Inust be accounted for. The features which the skep- 
tical theory must tear frOlTI the portraiture are essential. 
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Take them away, and there is left only a hlurred, 
mutilated image of one in whOln gooù and evil, truth 
and pitiful error, were strangely n1Ïxed. !f the Christ 
of the Gospels, says J ulins )liiller, be the creation 
of the disciples, if fI'mn their souls emanated this 
· glorious and perfect conception, we must, then, revere 
them as the redeemers of the world! 
But Christianity-this mighty and enduring move- 
ment in the world's history-how is that explained by 
the Straussian theory? The New rrestament writings 
bear witness on every page to the depth and power 
of the movement. It was a moral and spiritual revo- 
lution, reaching down to the principles of thought and 
action, and leading thus, of necessity, to a transforma- 
tion of the entire life of men. It wag literally a new 
creation ill Christ Je8118. In the case of the Apostle 
Paul, for example, we see that there was not merely a 
belief in the messianie offiee of Jesus. But Paul has 
hecome a new luan, in the sentiments, PIu'poses, nlQ- 
tives, hopes, which constitute his inward heiug. A 
cOll1Jlltmity sprung up, in whom old things had passed 
away and aU things had hecome new. And how shan 
we cxplain the effect of this mOYClllellt upon history 
for so UUluy ccnturies? It will not do to say that the 
Amazon, rolling its broad Rtrcanl for thousands of 
nlilcs, aud spreading fertility along its hanks, is an 
owing to a shower of rain one spring lum.Hing. The 
n1Ïnd demanùs a cause hearing SOUlC just proportion to 
the cffect. rl'hcrc are nlOveluents which affect only the 
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surface of society. . There aloe movements which pro- 
duce a wide commotion at the outset, but are soon 
heard of no morc. But Christianity is no superficial, 
no temporary, no short-lived, mOVClllent. On the con- 
trary, its beginning is humble and noise]ess. Even 
the 1110st impressive natural phenomena, which are yet. 
transitory, are no adequate sYlnbol of the deep anù 
permanent operation of Christianity. It is not like the 
tempest which, after a ùay or a week, is found to have 
spent its power. It is rather to be likened to the 
great, silent force of gravitation, exerting, age after 
age, its unexhausted energy. N ow this lllovement, 
beyond what is true of almost every other in history, 
emanates frOlll a single person. lVhatever the pre- 
vious preparation, whatm;er the attendant circu111stances 
were, Christianity proceeds from Christ. The force 
that HUlst lie back of this prodigious nlOVel1lent, in- 
heres in 11Ïm. lIe introduced and set in motion the 
energies that have wrought the whole effect. Let the 
reader try to fOflu an estimate of this effect, in its 
length and breadth, as far as history has yet l'evealed 
it, and then turn to the solution of it offered by the 
skeptical theory. It was all produced, we are told, by 
a weak young man-an untaught Galilean Rabbi, who 
brought under his influence for one, or two, or three 
years, a few unlearned J e"vish laborers! 'Ve say " a 
weak young luan," for only great \veakness or great 
depravity can explain the lllonstrous delusion that is 
imputed to him. N ow, is this an adequate solution? 


I 
; 


, 
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In VIeW of the power which has been exerted by 
Christianity to subvert rival and long established 
systems of belief, to cOlllmand the hOlnage of tlle 
highest intellect, to reform and mould society; in view 
also of the adaptation of Christianity to the human 
mind and heart, of its harmony with natural religion 
while providing for great wants which reason discovers 
but cannot supply, an eloquent writer has justly said: 
"it seeIns no more possible that the system of Chris- 
tianity should have been originated or sustained by 
man, than it does that the ocean should have been 
made by him." 1 


XIII. The Straussian theory is connected with a 
false and deilloralizing schen1e of philosophy. 
At the conclusion of his work, Strauss describes 
the apparently ruthless and destructive character of 
his own criticism. lIe confesses that in appearance he 
is robhing humanity of its chief treasure. But all 
this he pret('nds to be able to restore in another form. 
rhristianity is thc popular expression of philosophical 
truth. This last he has no intention of sacrificing, but 
he will return to the believer all that he has wrcsted 
from him, tllOugh he will return it in a different form. 
Proceeding to inquire wherein lie the substance and 
power of Christianity, Strauss examines the various 
definitions given by thc older Rationalism, and discards 


J Evidences of Chri:dianity, by Presiùent lIopkins, Section VII. 
27 
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thein. It is not as a collection of ethical precepts, it 
is not as a legal system, he holds, that Christianity has 
its characteristic quality and power over mankind. 
This distinguishing quality and power inhere in Chris- 
tianity as a religious systenl, and proceed frOll1 the 
great central doctrine of a union of God and man in 
Jesus Christ. This branch of his discussion is carried 
forwarò with a penetrating analysis. IIow, then, does 
he propose to modify Christianity? "\Vhat is the 
philosophical truth underlying this popular conception 
of the unity of divinity and humanity in Jesus Christ? 
The real truth, answers Strauss, is, not that God and 
man are one, or God becomes Inan, in a single individ- 
ual, but rather in 111ankind collectively taken. That 
is to say, God is in each individual, in each the infinite 
becomes the finite, yet not fully or exclusively in any 
one; but for the ind weUing and ftùl expression of the 
infinite, all the men1bers of the race are required. In 
plainer language, there is no Divine Person, with a 
self-consciousness separate frOlll the consciousness of 
IHen. 1'here is no being higher than mall, who can 
hear prayer. If a man prays, he prays to himself. 
God is lllan, and lnan is God. Jesus Christ is divine, 
so far and in the same sense as every other individual 
of the race is Gon. J\Ien are the transitory products 
of the evolution of impersonal being. Freedom, sin, 
accountability, personal immortality, are 111erged and 
lost in an all-engulfing necessity. Such is the apothe- 
osis of l1lan and denial of God which constitute the 
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philosophy of Pantheism, and which we are invited to 
accept as an equivalent for the living personal God and 
the incarnate Redeemer! The delnoralizing tendency 
of t.his llccessitarian and atheistic philosophy is obyious 
to every serious Inind. Strauss gives a specimen of the 
fruits of his philosophy by no 1neans fitted to recOlllmend 
it, when he elaborately justifies the continued preaching 
of the facts of Christianity, including the l'esurrection 
of Christ, by those who have espoused his interpreta- 
tion of them, and, therefore, disbelieve in their historical 
truth. 'Ye can scarcely suppose that Strauss is in 
earnest in pronouncing his speculative dogmas the SUIU 
and substance of Christian doctrine. lIe is rather 
paying a decorous outward respect to history, in which 
Christianity has perforIncd so nlighty a part, and to 
the Church whose faith he has assailed. But let it be 
observed that his work is an attack upon thc truths of 
Natural as well as of Revealed Religion. That God is 
a Person, that man is free and accountable, that sin is 
the voluntary and guilty perversion of human nature, 
are denied not less than the Iniracles attending the 
estahlishmcnt of Christianity. rfhe postulates, on which 
the nccd of revelation is founded, being thus put 
aside, it is natural that Christianity itself, and the 
miracles which attest it, should reccive no credence. 
.\ clear perception of the primary truths which God 
has written upon the heart, might have induced in 
Strauss an appreeiatiou of the Christian system and 
its founder, such as led Thomas Arnold to fecl that 
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miracles are but the natural accompaniments of Chris- 
tian revelation; accompanilnents, the absence of which 
wOlùd have been far 1110re wonderful than their pres- 
ence. I 


J Arnold's Lectures on Hist01'lI, Lecture II. 



ESSAY VII. 


STR
\USS'S REST..\TE
EXT OF Ins THEORY. I 


STR_\USS has well-nigh outlived his own theory. 
lIis rest
tement is to a large extent a retraction. 
lIe still holds, indeed, that nlyths are found in con- 
siderable number in the Gospel histories. But as an 
exclusive, or even predominant, l1lode of explanation, 
he gives up his old hypothesis and adopts another 
which in fOrIH and spirit is wholly diverse frOlll it. 
Y ct., anxious to retain the naIlle of 'JJlyth, he contrives 
a new definition of the term. Thus he partially dis- 
guises his "change of base," and gives his new position 
a verhal identity with his old. 
This change is due to tIle influence of Bmu. Baur 
has been ready to sanction the negative and destructive 
portion of the labors of Strauss. lIe giyes Strauss 
the credit of showing that the several Gospell1arratives 
are incapable of being reconciled with one another or 
depended upon as authentic histories. But for the 
positive construction of Strauss, BanI' manifested less 
respect. lIe pointed out the logical impossibility of 
convicting the Synoptirs of error by appealing to the 


I Das Leben JeSztfill. das dczttsc7te rol,{', &c. 1864. 
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auUlOrity of John, and, at the saIne time, John of 
error by appealing to the authority of the Synoptics. 
Strauss was in truth continually seeking to prove his 
points by witnesses whOln he was himself continually 
impeaching. Baur said rightly that the relative au- 
thority of the several documents lllUSt first be deter- 
mined, and sonle fiflll standing-place be found, before 
anything could be proved or disproved by lneans of 
them. Then he also denied the general applicability 
of the mythical hypothesis to the contents of the Gos- 
pels. flow cOlùd the fourth Gospel, which emanated 
from a single author who professes to be an eyewitness, 
be composed of myths, when nlytlls are explained to 
be the ÏIwoluntary creation of the enthusiastic fancy of 
the young Christian community? Baur supplanted 
the 111ytllical theory by the so-called tendency-theory. 
A great portion of the narratives of lniraculous events 
were declared to be the product of invention, and con- 
scious invention in the interest of one or another of 
the theological parties which, as it was held, diyided 
the early Church. In this way, the whole Gospel of 
John, no slllaU part of the Gospel of Luke and the 
Acts (which were both declared to be moulded and 
colored to snbserve a theological 1110tive), and a less 
but not inconsiderable part of tl1e Gospels of l\Iark 
and l\latthew, were declared to have originated. 
Iat- 
thew was pronounced by Baur to have lllore of the 
character of a faithful record than either of the other 
Gospels, and was taken.. therefore, for a starting-point 
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and the chief authority in the criticisln of the evangel- 
ical history. N ow Strauss has adopted these doctrines 
of Baur, and to this extent has relinquished his own 
theory. At first, he apparently welcOlnec1 these new 
discoveries of the Tiibingen master, or at any rate 
cheerfully adopted them. But in the present work, he 
chafes under the censnres of Bmu which have appeared 
in the posthumous writings of the latter, and gives 
vent to his dissatisfaction. Yet he does not withhold 
his assent from the conclusions of his lnorc learned and 
sturdy compeer, and refashions his thcory in accordance 
with theIne 
IIow can wilfully invented narratives Le styled 
n1yths ? Strauss 111eets the exigency by proposing that 
this term be used with more latitude. l Ie will change 
the sense of it so as to include under the denomination 
of 1ll!Jlhs allllal'ratives which sprillg out of a theologi- 
cal idea, even though they arc the deliberate fabrica. 
tions of all individual. lIe m'gues that theologians 
need not abide hy the nlcaning which classical scholars 
nmr give to the word. 'rhe motive of this innovation, 
and wide departure frolll his own prerious definition, 
is obvious. Strauss will still Le the father of "the 
mythical theory," even if he Blust baptize a new child, 
a very different sort of chilù, with the olc111arne. 
But HaIneS afe cOl1lparatiyc1y uf little conseqnence. , 
It is nlore interesting to remark that 
trauss has aLan- 
doned, as far as llluch of the Gosprl history is concerned, 
his fundamental conception, and cspouscd a conccption 
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which he had formerly repudiated. Of intentional 
falsification he professed to acquit the Gospel authori- 
ties. The originators of the narratives which they 
contain, were artless, enthusiastic devotees, carried 
away by a common enthusiasm and unwittingly n1Ïs- 
taking fiction for fact, the products of their own Ï1nagîn- 
ation for veritable occurrences. Now they are made 
to be skilful theologians, bent upon pushing forward 
certain tenets or allaying SOll1e doctrinal strife, and not 
scrupling to resort to pious fraud to accomplish their 
end. This is a change of ground \vhich no alteration 
of the significance of words will avail to cover up. The 
old infidelity is exhtuned, with the difference that the 
mendacity imputed to the Gospel writers is attributed 
to another nlotive, and the attempt is nlade to disproye 
the genuineness of the canonical histories for the sake 
of disconnecting theln frOll1 the apostles and thus 
avoiding the necessity of directly impugning their 
testimony, which would be an inconvenient, as well as 
ungracious, task. 

For this reason, that part of the new L'ije oj 
JeSU8 for the German P eOjJle which is most enti 
tled to examination, is the part relating to the 
origin of the New Testament historical documents. 
l\Iost of what Strauss has to say 011 this topic has been 
directly or indirectly answered on preceding pages of 
this volunle. lIe has set himself to supply the defect 
of his previous work, where, strange to say, the dis- 
cussion of the sources of knowledge concerning the 



HIS TREAT)IE
1' OF TIlE DOCUl\lEK'l'S. 425 


life of Jesus is extrenlely brief and meagre. I-lis 
present treatment of this important subject is in the 
spirit of a partisan, and not in that of a conscientious 
scholar. 'Yhen he says that "in those tÏ1nes every- 
thing passed for genuine that was edifying," and that 
dogmatical grounds with the Fathers, alnong whom he 
expressly mentions Eusebius, determined everything, he 
Inakes a statement whieh every well-informed student 
knows to be false. Every scholar knows that Eusel]ius, 
Origen, and the earlier writers, as Clement of Alexan- 
dria, Tertullian, and Irenaeus, did not govern thelll- 
selves by any such canon as that which Strauss imputes 
to them. Every scholar knows that each of these fa- 
thers depended on historical evidence and intelligently 
submitted to this test the ,vritings 'which claimed to be 
apostolic, son1e of ,vhich they accepted and others they 
rejected. Strauss t.akes particular notice of the tcsti
 
mony of Papias, who says of l\Iatthew that he "wrote 
the oracles (Tel Î.óYla) in the IIebrew tongue, and 
everyone interpreted (or translated) thmn as he cotùd." 
rrhis passage is construed into an illlpli
tion that 
everyone altered or recOlnposed the II ebrew l\Iatthew 
to suit his own taste, and then the inference is pro- 
claÌ1ned that on the basis of an original llebrcw Gos- 
pel, containing we know not what, our Greek )Iatthew, 
the apocryphal Gospel of the IIebrcws, and various 
other works, were composeù. rrhere is not a syllahle 
in Papias "hich remotely implies that any such liberty 
was taken with the ,york which he describes as the 
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original of 1\Iatthew. If one, writing mnong English- 
1nen and giving an account of Strauss's fOflner Life of 
Jesus, says that it was written in German and e\'ery 
one translated it as he was able, who would understand 
him to hnply that various persons had altered and 
essentially recomposed that work? 'Vhether Papias 
be right or wrong in supposing that the Greek Gospel 
of :àlatthew which he and his contenlporaries had in 
their hands was the translation of a IIebrew original, 
the llleaning of his language is clear. He ll1eans that 
at first Greek readers had to use the Ilebrew Gospel, 
as alllnen now have to use an untranslated book in 
a foreign tongue. They have to render it into their 
vernacular as well as they can. rrhat Papias was not 
acquainted with our 1\ I ark is deduced from his state- 
ment that 1\Iark did not set clown his lnatter "ill 
order" eÙ, T((gU); a conclusion in itself 1110st pre- 
carious, and entirely precluded when it is remembered 
that no mention of any other Gospel of 
Iark than 
that of the canon is to be found in any ancient writer. 
Strauss has the boldness to tell his readers that Luke 
does not pretend to ha\'e receiyed his information frOlll 
apostles, although in the prom11 of his Gospel JJC 
explicitly includes hilllself among those to whOln the 
eyewitnesses llad drIivered their knowledge of the 
l\Iast?r's life, and in the Acts impliedly places himself 
among the attendants of Paul. In reference to the 
passages in the Acts, fr01n which we derive this fact, 
Strauss takes refuge in the untenable theory t1mt they 
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are a quotation. .Justin is a(hnitted to haye made use 
of the first three Gospels. Respecting the Gospel of 
John, Strauss is more than usually sophistical. In the 
first edition of his former work, he had expressed 
doubts of its genuineness. Afterwards, in deference 
to the arguments of Ullmann and Neander, he retract. 
eù these doubts and declared his belief that .J ohn was 
the author. Still later, perceiving the fatal effect of 
this concession on his whole theory, he recalled it and 
went back to his old opinion. Among other ohser. 
vations in the present book, Strauss brings forward 
tbe alleged silence of Papias concerning a Gospel hy 
J o11n as a proof that such a \Yorl
 was not known to 
him. In the first place, we know not that IJapias was 
thus silent; it is an uncertain infercnce fro1l1 the cir. 
cumstallce that Eusebius does not speak of any refer. 
ence hy him to this Gospel.. III the second place, he 
may not have had occasion to refer to or quote the 
Gospel of .Jolm, even though he used it. TIut, in the 
third place, he did, according to Eusehius, make use 
of the 1st Epistle of John, and the attcmpts of Strauss 
hoth to cast suspicion upon the correctness of Euse. 
hiw; in this particular awl to can in question the evi. 
dent community of the Gospel and "Epistle as to 
authorship, arc alike futilc. Strauss is desirous of 
showing that the Pseuùo-Clementine IIomilie
 in. con1. 
1110n with .J ustin derived quotations, which arc not 
found in the first t1,1'CC Gospels, from the UÛ:5pc1 of 
the IIebrews. In one place (p. GO), he expressly 
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enumerates these four as the probable sources whence 
the writer of the IIOluilies drew his citations. Now 
Strauss knew that this writer had the Gospel of John 
in his hands and quoted frOlll it; for on a subsequent 
page (p. (9) Strauss expressly acknowledges the fact. 
'Vhy not make this acknowledgmcnt earlier? "'Vas it 
because the author of the Homilies is thus proyed to 
have drawn the passage npon the necessity of being 
born again, from the Gospel of John, and not from any 
apocryphal Gospel, so that the pretence that the similar 
passage in Justin did not COllie from John is deprived 
of its frail support? Other points in the remarks of 
Strauss on John hardly require to be noticed. He 
reiterates the objection t hat had l\Iarcion beeu ac- 
quainted with the Gospel of John he would not have 
rejected it, although Tertullian explains that 11arcion 
was misled by a false understanding of Gal. ii., and 
rejected the other apostles frOlll their supposed hostility 
to Paul. Strauss also does not scruple to deny the 
correctness of Tertullian when he says that Valentine 
made use of the Gospel of John; he parades the 
opposition of the insignificant Alogi, who also rejected 
the Apocalypse which Strauss himself considers genu- 
ine: and he borrows from Baul' the far-fetched hypo- 
tl:esis that the author of the fourth Gospel shaped his 
narrative even to the extent of luisdating the crucifixion 
of Christ, for the sake of suggesting that lIe is the 
true paschal lamb. The fourth Gospel saw HIe light, 
according to Strauss, ten or fifteen years after the 
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controversy of Polycarp with Anicetus, or some time 
between A. D. 1 GO and 175! lIe n1akes the ClenlCllt- 
ine I-Imuilies one or two decades later than the prin- 
cipal works of Justin, or in the neighborhood of Ã. D. 
1 GO; so that, if we are to believe Strauss, the first 
certain reference to the Gospel is found in the HOlni- 
lies. It is dell10nstrable that ,-cry shortly after this 
date the Gospel of John is founù in use throughout 
the Christian Church, in every quarter of the Ro- 
man world, anlong the orthodox and alllong hrre- 
tics, as a revered and authoritative document, the un- 
doubted work of the Apostle, and handed down from 
the generation contemporaneous with him. lrellaeus, 
Clement, Tertullian, are among the witnesses to these 
unquestionable facts. 1\loreover, Ircnaeus was in the 
vigor of life at the time when Strauss pretends that 
the Gospel first appeared. And Polycarp, to whmn 
Irenaeus in his early :youth had listened and from 
whom he had heard personal recollections of John him- 
self, liyed until A. D. 1 GD or until Irenaeus ,,-as not far 
from thirty years old. 'Y c say nothing of the sati
- 
factory testimony of Justin and other earlier writers. 
The proposition of Strauss respecting the date of thÜ
 
Gospel 111Ust he maintained, if maintained at all, in 
reckless disregard of the evidence. 
llaving turned his back OJ] the only authentic 
sources of knowledge, how is Strauss to compose a Life> 
of Christ? 'Yhere is he to obtain the facts? It is 
obvious that 110 resource, remains to him but to draw 
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on his Ï1nagination. In truth, his work might better be 
entitled COJljccture8 concerniJlg the Life 0/ OJle Jcsus by 
a Disbelievcr ill tlte .Altthcllticit!l of the Gospels and thc 
Existence of God. rrhe aim is to frame a self-consistent 
account which shall exclude the supernatural. An 
evangelist is followed or discredited according to the 
exigencies of the InOlnent. lIe is believed on one 
point and disbelieved on another point, when he could 
not be acquainted ,vith one without knowing the 
other. A scrap torn from its connection in one Gos- 
pel is connected with a scrap torn in like manner 
from another, and the two, perhaps, are cemented by 
a wholly unproyed conjecture. Strauss never hesi- 
tates to accept on the authority of the Gospels any 
fact that suits his need. There is nothing to satisfy 
a conscientious inquirer in this arbitrary proceeding. 
There is no firnl footing anywhere. 'Ve are only 
provid
d ,yith a 1110saic' of guess-work. There is no 
need of following Strauss into the details of his criti- 
CISlll. This has been sufficiently done in the examina- 
tion of his earlier work. 
In tone and spirit the second Life of Jesus, when 
compared with the first, gives evidence of a lnournful 
degeneracy. In that earlier production there was an 
almost total lack of reverential, religious feeling. But 
ill addition to this defect, the present work is marked 
hy a bitter and scornflù treatment of the fundamental 
verities of religion. In the dedication to a brother 
who, having been long an invaliù, died before its pub- 
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lication, he expresses his pride and satisfaction that 
the sufferer had endured his pains without resort to 
any supernatural source of help and comfort, and 
that In 1110ment8 when the hope of the continu- 
ance of life was extinguished, he had. kept up 
his courage and composure, "never yielding to the 
temptation to deceive himself hy resting on a world 
beyond." Stoicism is then the practical philosophy 
on which Strauss falls back in lieu of Christianity. 
The cold and barren spirit of endurance, where no 
design and no use are attributed to the sufferings 
which befall ns, is the substitute for the faith and 
humility of the Christian. There is little danger that 
this blind and hard philosophy will acquire a lasting 
popularity. Christianity once overcame it and sup- 
planted it; Strauss lllay well apprehend that the same 
result may follow again. 
.A rancorous tone, cspecially towards the Christian 
clergy, is an unpleasant feature of the present work. 
The author sees that Christianity rcmains in undimin- 
ished vigor, notwithstanding his supposed demolition 
of it nearly a generation ago. lIe is obviously soured 
hy the disappointment, and he pours his resentmcnt 
and chagrin upon the llCads of the luinistcrs, in a tone 
which, as he seCIns himself to anticipate, sounds 
demagogical. lIe despairs of ovcrthrowing their in- 
fluence until faith in miraclcs shall be extirpated fronl 
,the minds of the people. rro this class he now ad- 
dresses himself, in the hope to have better .success with 
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them than he had with the scholars and teachers. 
1\ 0 very deep reflection might suggest to Strauss that 
this hold of the n1Ïnisters upon the hearts of the 
people, which he thinks to be so deplorable, would be 
impossible, were there not in the human soul an ine- 
radicable sense of religion and faith in the supernat- 
ural, and he might thus be saved from cherishing too 
high expectations of the effect to be looked for from 
the influence of his books. 
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TilE LEGENDARY THEORY OF RENAN.l 


1\1. RE:'i AX, in the opening of his learncd work on 
the IIi8torg of. the Semitic LaJlguages, remarks upon 
the characteristic traits of the Semitic branch of the 
human fan1Ïly. lIe reckons among these traits an 
inbred attachment to monotheisln. This observation 
illustrates at once the author's habit of incorrect, rash 
generalization, and the effect of his bias towards nat- 
uralism in warping his historical judgnlents. 'Vith 
the exception of the 
Iohammedan lllovement among a 
single people, and the religion of the Jews, all the 
menlbers of the Sen1Ïtic race were in\TQlved in polythe- 
istic idolatry, and that commonly of a gross kind. 
Among the Arabian descendaI
ts of Abraham, the 
monotheistic faith of their progenitor had probably 
newr been utterly extinguished; and as to the Jews, 
we know frOlll their own records that for ages they 
were continually lapsing into the corrupt worship of 
their neighbors. rrake out these people W110 trace 
their descent inuncdiatély to .Ahrahmn, and whrre is 
the nlO11otheislll of the Semitic race? K ot among the 
Assyrians, the worshippers of Baal and Astarte and 
1 Vie de Jhus pur Ernest Renan, ruemùre ùe l'Iustitut. l8G3. 
28 
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other divinities, nor among tbe Babylonians, the devo- 
tees of a like idolatry, in whose foul ritual prostitution 
was a religious duty. Not among Syrians nor among 
Phoenicians or their colonists, the Carthaginians, by 
whOln there was added to the lascivious cultus of the 
lllOre eastern peoples the service of l\Iolocb, the "hor- 
rid king," who was propitiated in the best days of 
Tyre and Carthage by casting children aliye into the 
flames. In truth, the nation ,,
hich,.if we except the 
descendauts of Abral1aln, has made the closest ap- 
proach to a monotheistic religion, nm11ely, the Persian, 
belongs not to the Semitic, hut to our own Indo- 
European stock. Ilow, then, can it be contended 
that the Semitic nations are naturally, by a law of 
racc, monotheistic? rrhe 1110tive is obvious. The 
design is to suggest the infercnce that the pure con- 
ception of God ,,-hich the IIcbrew Scriptures present, 
was not snpernaturally faught, but spontaneously 
generated. Evidences of a Pantheistic mode of 
thought are Bot unfrequently met with in the writings 
of Renan. " Two elements," he remarks in one place, 
"explain the universe; time and the tendency to 
"1 
progress. 
Rcnan's Life of Jesus clearly betrays the influence 
exerted hy this naturalistic philosophy in determining 


1 See Ronan's article in the Revue des IJeux 1úondes (Oct. 18G3) 
bearing the title: Les Sciences de 130 Nature et les Sciences ITis- 
toriques. See, also, Frothinglulm's Translations from ReJ1an, entitled 
Religiml8 History and Criticism eN ew York, 1864), p. xxx. seq. 
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the author's theory of the origin of Christianity. The 
C0I111nents we have to offer upon this production, 
which, partly in consequence of its attractive style, 
has had a wide circulation, will relate to four principal 
topics: the author's estimate of the documents which 
constitute the cmef sources of knowledge; his treat- 
ment of the narratives of miracles in the G03pels; his 
nlethods of interpret.ation; and llÌs conception of the 
character of the personage whon1 he undertakes to 
describe. 
1. In respect to the date and authorship of the 
four Gospels, Renan is, on the whole, n1uch 1110re 
reasónable than most of the German unbelievers. lIe 
says of the Gospels: "aU, in my judglnent, date back 
to the first century, and they are substantially eà jJClt 
jJ'rès) by the authors to whom they are attributed." 1 
r:rhis concession is important, but the value of it is 
lessened hy other remarks which stand in connection 
with it. The precise opinions of the author, it is not 
always easy to ascertain; for, on this topic, he fre- 
quently advances an assertion only to retract or essen- 
tia
ly lnodify it in the next sentence. lIe confidently 
affirms tlmt the title, the Gospel according to .AIatthczl", 
and the corresponding titles of the other Gospc1s, 
originally denoted, not authorship, but rather the 
source whence the traditions found in the seycral 
Gospel
 were drawn. 2 The l\Ianichaean }'austus is 
said by Augustine to haye broached the same idea, 


1 rie de Jésus, p. xn:vii. 


2 Vie de Jésus, p. xvi. 
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and, as far as we know, he was the first to do so. 
The phraseology of the titles admits of this hypothesis, 
but the early Fathers without exception interpret them 
as designating the authors, and SUc11, in all probability, 
,vas their prÏInitive significance. 1 Upon the authorship 
of the Gospel of Luke, Renan is ftùly satisfactory 
This Gospel, he says, is certainly written by the same 
person who wrote the Acts of the Apostles. It is "3 
regular con1position, founded on authentic documents," 
and having "the 1110st perfect unity." The author 
was a companion of St. Paul, was thus a nlan of the 
second apostolic generation, and wrote the Gospel 
" after the siege of Jerusalem, and soon after." 2 In 
regard to the fourth Gospel, the position of Renan is 
somewhat vacillating. Y ct he admits that without 
the light dcrived from this Gospel, important portions 
of the Life of Jesus could not be understood. His 
conclusion, after suggesting various conflicting hypo- 
theses, SeCll1S to be that the narrative parts of the 
Gospel are the work of John, and that the discourses 
emanate from his disciples, who lllodified and ampli- 
fied what they had heard. 3 Renan deserves credit for 
his emphatic contradiction of the Tübingen theory 
respecting the fourth Gospel, and for his decided 
affil'luation, which is well. supported by proofs, that 
the Gospel had the early date which is comulOnly 


1 Bleek, Einl. in daB N. T.. p. 87; De W ctte, Einl. in daB.1Y. T. 
(5 A.) p. 130. 
2 Vie de JéSU8, pp. xvi., xvii. 3 l"ie de JJSllS, p. xxiv. scq. 
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assigned to it. It is plain that his Inisgivings in 
regard to the discourses in John are whol1y subjective, 
and are incOll1patible with thc external evidence for 
the genuineness of the Gospel, which he himself ad- 
duces. A great part of the discourses in John are 
linked inseparably with incidents in the narrative. If 
the discourses are given up, the narrative n1ust share 
their fate. In his comments on l\Iatthew and l\Iark, 
Renan has committed the gravest errors. lIe as- 
sumes that the discourses recorded in tIle first Gospel 
formed the basis of the work, to which the narrative 
matter was afterwards added; and, likewise, that the 
Gospel of ßlark has been enlarged since its first com- 
position. rrhe collection of Discourscs, 11e thinks, 
took up narrative matter from the primitive Gospel 
of 
Iark, and this Gospel in turn took np sayings of 
Christ fronl the IJiscollrsps. rrhe theory is built on 
the foundation of the testimony of Papias, and this is 
done after Renan has expressly admitted that thc 
descriptions of this Father" COlTcspond very well to the 
general physiognomy" of tIle first two Gospels in their 
pres<,nt form. 1 This admission is just, as we have 
shown in a prcvious Essay. If Papias did refer to an 
original coJlrction of discourses, the basis of the first 
Gospel, which is very improbable, yet it has also been 
shown tllat he describes a state of things wl1Ïch lay in 
the past, and that he himsc1f had in his hands the 
same Greek 
ratthew that is found III our Bibles. 
Rcnan has allO\\ ed himself to he misled in this par- 


1 rie de Jésw
, p. xix. 
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ticular, in consequence of overlooking the aoristic form 
in which the statement of Papias appears. The only 
other ground on \"hich Renan would infer this mutual 
indebtedness of the two Gospels to one another, is the 
well known frequent similarity in the phraseology 
employed. This proves, indeed, either that one of the 
two \yas partly founded on the other, or that both 
drew frOlll a common source' of information, either 
oral or written. But either of these hypotheses is 
more probable than the theory proposed by Renan. 
At the SaIne time, had he confined himself to the 
statements cited above, he would leave untouched the 
substantial authenticity of the first two Gospels. lIe 
only finds a part of 1\1:atthew in l\Iark and a part of 
1\1:ark in l\;Iatthew. But he finally gives to this bor- 
rowing system a far greater latitude. Founding his 
statenlent on the remark of a single individual, Papias, 
concerning himself, and exaggerating the purport of 
that remark, he affirnls that in the early Church " little 
importance was attached" to tbe written Gospels. 
lIe proceeds to say that for a hundred and fifty years 
the eyangelical te"'\:ts possessed little authority; that 
there was no sCfilple about inserting additions, conl- 
bining thenl diversely, or completing some by others; " 
that the early Christians "lent these little rolls to one 
another: each transcribed on the 111m'gin of his copy 
the sayings and the parables which he found else- 
where and which touched hinl." 1 Now these extra- 
ordinary propositions are not only without proof, but 
1 ric de JéS11.8, p. xxxii. 
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can be demonstrated to be false. The habit of citing 
passages inexactly and ad sensum, which belongs to 
Justin and other writers of his time, proves nothing to 
the purpose; for this is not peculiar to them, but be- 
longs equally to Fathers of the next age, and J ustill'S 
quotations from the Olù Testmllent are Illarked by the 
same kind of inaccuracy. Does Renan Blean his 
readers to believe that down to "the latter Imlf of the 
second century," Christians individually altered their 
copies of the Gospels ad libitulll by interpolations of 
the character described? This appears to be his de- 
sIgn. Yet conjectures of this nature hm-e been proved 
to be not merely ullcertified, hut inconsistcnt with 
known facts. 1 The numbcr of copies of the received 
Gospels in the early part of the seconù century must 
have ùeen great. rrhese copies ,,-ere early multiplied 
and \videly scattered over the Roman Empire, where- 
e\rer Christians were found. Any essential ,-ariations 
in the teÀt of either of the Gospels would incvitably 
have pcrpetuated themselves, and wOlùd appear in the 
later transcriptions. The esscntial agrecment of all the 
manuscripts of the Gospels which are now extant, 
demonstrates that no changcs of the character sup- 
posed hy Renan could hm.c takcn I)lacc. Bcsides, 
he admits that Luke's Go
pel is from a single pelJ, 
and was composed about the time of the capture of 
Jerusalem. 2 'Yhy did not Luke's Gospel undergo 


1 See tho argument of Korton, Genuineness of tlte Go,'1prl,
, Vol. 1. 
, ne ele Jé
lls, p. xvii. 
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similar transformations? What protected that frOll1 
the lot which befell its companions? But Renan 
iuvolves himself in a labyrinth of inconsistenries on 
this subject, for Luke is declared to be later than 
l\Iatthew and l\Iark, and "a compilation much more 
advanced." 1 And the resemblance in phraseology 
between the third Gospel and each of the first two 
presents the smne problem as does the resemblance 
between the first and second. 
Such is Renan's treatment of the questio
 of the 
origin of the Gospels. Compared with the theories 
of the Gennan skeptical critics, it deserves conlmenda- 
tion. The nlost serious defects of it are the view 
taken of the discourses in John, and the notion that 
the Gospels, at least the first two, were long subject 
to arbitrary changes in their contents; a notion, 
howevcr, which is incongruous with Renan's own 
. . 
prenous conCCSSIOns. 
2. As concerns the history recorded in the Gos- 
pels, and especially the accounts of miraclùous e,-el1ts, 
Renan adopts what may be stylcd tIle legelldary, in 
distinction from the lllythical, theory. These accounts 
were rather the transfiguration of fact, than a pure 
creation of pious enthusiasl1l. Renan is decided in 
affirming that at least a great part of these accounts 
emanate frOln the apostles thenlselves, and that acts 
which passed for ll1Ïracuious figured largely in the life 
of Jesus. On this point he cannot acquit the l\laster 


1 Vie de Jé8U8, p. xviii. 
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at the cost of the disciples. lIe himself permitted the 
belief that he n1Ïraculously healed the sick anù raised 
the dead. Renan is driven to this conclusion by l1Ïs 
11101'e sober yiew of the eyangelical documents. 'Yhat 
explanation of the testimony of the Gospels and of the 
extraordinary phenomena in the life of Christ, can be 
given? Renan replies that the Gospels are legendary 
narratiycs, like the li\"es of some of the nlediaeval 
saints; and that the events in the life of Jesus which 
seemed miraculous, wore this character partly through 
thc blind enthusiasnl of the apo
tles, and partly 
through pious fraud in which they had an active, 
and their :\Iaster a consenting, agency. In defend- 
ing his thesis, Renan declares that Jesus had no idea 
of a natural order governed by la\Ys, and was not 
conscious of the di:;tinction between the natural und 
the supernatural, the normal and the miraculous. The 
attentive reader of the Gosl)els ,yill not need to be 
assured that this proposition is de\"oid of truth. I ,\Yhen 
Jesus says that God Inakes the sun to rise and the 
rain to fall, did he n1ean or docs he imagine that the 
shillillg of the sun, or a shower of rain, is a miracle? 
Did he not know full well that the growth of the grass 
in the field is a totally different sort of event from the 
multiplying of the loaves, albeit the power of God is 
requisite for both? Did he not unùerstand that his 
Iniraculous works helong ill a different category from 
the ordinary labors of the physician? After the cure 


1 See, on tl1Ïs point, J. :Mùller's Essay on Miraclcs, p. 33. N. 
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of a dumb demoniac, Matthew records that" the nlul. 
titudes marvelled, saying, 'It was never so seen in 
Israel.' " The miracles of Christ excited anlong the 
witnesses the same kind of amazement which events 
of a like character would occasion now. l Equ
ny 
unfortunate is Renan's comparison of the company 
of Christ with St. Francis and }1Ïs followers. "\Ve 
have already, in the review of Strauss, pointed out the 
11listake. of transferring to the apostolic church the 
characteristics of the mediaeval age. rfhe disciples of 
S1. Francis were full of the spirit of their master; and 
enthusias111 that falls below absolute nladness, can rise 
no higher than in the example of this lnonk. His 
asceticisln stopped short of no austerities which the 
body could endure. His inward life, like his outward 
career, was a continual romance. tIis mystic felTor 
betrayed itself in his ordinary speech-in his apos- 
trophes to birds and beasts and even to inanimate 
things. "His life," says 
Iilman, "111ight seem a 
religious trance. Incessantly active as ,,,as his life, it 
was a kind of paroxysmal activity, constantly collaps- 
ing into what luight seem a kind of suspended anima- 
tion of the corporeal functions." As to the witnesses 
to the "wounds" of Christ on his person, one of 
them testifies to seeing the 80ul of S1. Francis, after 
his death, in its flight through the air to heaven 1 
And we are to believe that the author of t.he Sermon 
on the l\Iount and the Gospel Parables, together with 


J See, for example, John ix. 32; :Mark Ív. 41. 
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the chosen disciples ,rho sat at his feet, were the vic- 
tims of the same sort of hallucination! But hallucina- 
tion, as Renan feels and frankly allows, will not servc 
to explain these events in the Gospels. fl'hey were 
either miraculous, or there was fraud. lIe faces the 
dilemll1a and does not scruple to call in the aid of the 
frall8 jJia to account for then1. The resurrcction of 
Lazarus was a pretended rcsurrection, which HIe 
disciples contriyecl for popular effect, and in which 
Jesus reluctantly, but knowingly and wilfully, played 
his part! It is a hateful supposition; Rcnan himself, 
not\vithstanding the sentimental apologiGs which he 
offers for the concluct of the parties to whOl11 he 
attributes a proceeding so low and deceitful, finùs 
his own theory ungratefu1. 1 Yet he adopts it because, 
unahle to believe in a Inirade, he is fairly cornered by 
the cvidence, and knows no other escape. There is a 
condition of mincl in which devotional sentimcnt has 
hroken fronl its natural alliance ,yith conscicncc, and 
thc moral sense is lost in the hazc of an artificial 
morality, when a man luay think he can serve heavcn 
by cheating his fellow-nlcn even in the things of 
religion. Pious frauds are the spawn of this terrible 
delusion, that onc Juay "lie for God." But who that 
is not blind to the lnarks of simple, faithful, uncom- 
promising rectitude, can cntertain for a moment the 
suspicion that Jesus mIll his npostles wcre untruthful? 
that they sought to forward their cause hy means of 


1 ne de JiSllS, pp. 2ü5, 26ü. 
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disgusting frauds? The supposition is too irrational, 
and ,,,ill find few, if any, to embrace it. 
Renan's work, regarded from a scientific point of 
view, has the effect of an argument for the Christian 
faith and for the verity of the Christian miracles. For 
the alternative t.o which we are brought by his discus- 
sion is that of believing in the miracles or charging 
Christ and his apostles with fraud. 'Ve have either 
truth or gross cheating. Such is the real alternative, 
and Renan has unintentionally done a service to the 
Christian Church by impaling un belief upon this 
dilemma. 
3. The special criticism in Renan's work, if not 
sophistical like much of the criticis111 of Strauss, n1ay 
be justly termed lawless. Starting with his unproved 
assumption that the canonical Gospels are legendary 
narratives, he See111S to be governed in his beliefs and 
disbeliefs, in his acceptance and his rejection of their 
statements, by no fixed rules. rrhis part of the narra- 
tive is accepted, and that thrown out, when frequently 
there is no assignable reason beyond the critic's arbi- 
trary will. But in styling Renan's critical procedure 
lawless, we had chiefly in mind his exegesis of the 
New Testmnent, and in particular his interpretations 
of the teaching of Christ. It is often true that while 
these interpretations are in some degree plausible, they 
are unsound and false. The effect of them, not unfre- 
quently, is to foist upon Christianity and its author 
doctrines which he never taught. The reader must 
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permit us to vindicate t11Ïs judgment by SOllle illustra- 
tions. 'Yitness the nlode in ,vhich Renan seeks to 
support the fal8e assertion that the Saviour enjoined 
poverty and celibacy. 'Ye may first observe, however, 
that the most which the Roman Catholic interpreters 
have pretended to find in the Gospels, is a 'reCOJJl- 
mendation of these nIOnastic virtues. They are placed 
by the Roman Catholic theology among the EvaJlfjelica 
cOJ1silia,-as not being conlll1anded, not essential to 
salvation, but as qualities of the higher type of Chris- 
tian excellence. The charge that the renunciation of 
property is required, as a condition of salvation, finds 
no support in the invitations of Christ addressed to 
the poor, in comnIOn with all who ,,""ere in suffering, 
nor in the ÏIllplication, which was the actual fact, that 
a spiritual susceptibility, not usually found in the more 
favored classes, belonged to them. Confronted by a 
fact like the discipleship of the wealthy Zaccheus, of 
whmn no surrender of his property was required, 
Renan says that Christ luade an exception in favor of 
rich nlen who were odious to the ruling classes! As 
if Jesus could think that the sin of posses:;ing weaIth 
was washed out when the rich nlan happened to be 
unpopular! Renan's perverse interpretation of the 
Saviour's rebukes of covetousness and an ungenerous 
temper towards the poor, he supports by appealing to 
the parable of the Rich )Ian and Lazarus. "After- 
wards," he says, "this was caneù the parahle of the 
'wicked rich man.' TIut it is purely and simply the 
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parahle of the' rich man.' "1 As if the rich man were 
sent to a place of torment for being rich! IIis desire, 
we Inust infer, to return to the earth" to testify" to 
his fiye brethren, was a wish to warn them not to 
possess property! But what of the response of Abra- 
ham: "If they hear not 1\loses and the Prophets, 
neither will they be persuaded, though one Tose from 
the dead!" Even Renan will not contend that the 
Old Testament considers the possession of property a 
SIn. He wOlùd be much more apt to dilate on the 
earthly character of the Tewards promised there to 
the pious. Renan derives from l\iatt. xix. 10-13, a 
law of celibacy, instead of the lawfulness of celibacy 
when spontaneously practised, as in the case of Paul, 
for the sake of greater freedOll1 in pro1110ting the 
progress of the kingdOll1 of God,-which is the real 
sense of the text. He is even disposed to follow 
Origen in the revolting absurdity of literally construing 
the phraseology (:1Iatt. xix. 12) by wl1ich the Saviour 
describes the condition of celibacy. In the context of 
this very passage, the Saviour implicitly puts honor 
upon marriage. It was at a wedding that he first 
manifested forth his glory. The married state and 
the family are held sacred in the gospel. Yet Renan 
does not hesitate to found upon the injunction to for. 
sake father and 11lOther, in obedience to the higher 
law of Christ, the charge that he required, as an in(lis- 
pensable condition of discipleship, the rupture of all 


J Vie de Jésus, p. 175. 
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the ties of kindred! These preposterous interpreta- 
tions are refuted by nun1erous places in the Gospels 
themseh-es and by the whole history of the prin1Ítive 
church. But these inconvenient passages it is casy 
for Renan to ignore or sUlnmarily cast out. Other 
examples of arbitrary and unfounded assertion in Re- 
nan's ,york are the statement that the Eucharist origin- 
ated long before the Last Supper; that Judas was led 
to betray Christ out of jealousy of the other disciples; 
that John exhibits in his Gospel a feeling of rivalship 
towards Peter,-though Renan lllUst 11aYC oLsen'ed 
that Peter and John are frequently brought into con- 
junction in the Acts as ,yell as in John's Gospel; and 
Christ had not tlle least idea of a soul as separate from 
the hody,-as if he did not speak of "both soul aJld 
body," and imply the same distinction in a hundred 
passages besides; that Jesus, for the moment, thought 
of using force to prevent his arrest,-an interpretation 
which, if it came from anybody but a professed orient- 
alist, would he held to indicate a singlùar incapacity to 
under
tancl the tropical method of instruction, which 
was habitual with Christ, and, in this case, was eln- 
ploJCù to impress on the disciples the c1umge in their 
situation, involving dangers to which they had not 
before been exposed. These examples of baseless 
criticism n1Ïght be indefinitely nnlltiplied. 
4. The impossibility of forming a consistent con- 
ception of Christ, when the supernatural is rejected, is 
strikingly shown hy the abortive eS&"lY of Renan. The 
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nlOst incongruous assertions are made concerning 
Christ. N ow he is credited with sublime attributes 
of intellect and heart, declared to be the greatest of the 
sons of men, a character of colossal proportions, and 
now he is cllarge(l with a vanity that is flattere(l with 
the adulation of the simple people who followed hin1; 
is accused of weakly yielding to the enthusiasIl1 of his 
disciples, who were anxious that 
e shonl(l be reputed 
a Iniracle-worker, and is said to have given way to a 
gloomy resentment and to a n1m'bid, half-insane relish 
for persecution and martyrdom. lIe is thought-this 
highest exemplar of mental and moral excellence, of 
wisdoll1 and goodness, that has ever appeared or ever 
will appear on earth-to have not only cherished the 
,vildest delusion concerning himself, his rank in the 
universe, and his pow.er to revolutionize the Jewish 
nation, but he is also said to have declared against 
civil goveflUl1Cnt and the family ties, and thus to llave 
attelnpted a Inm'elnent, nlOst Ï111practicable and mis- 
chievous, for the virtual disorganization and overthrow 
of society! Renan describes under the name of Jesus 
an impossible being. Although incompatible actions 
and traits m'e imputed to him without necessity, even 
npon the naturalistic theory, yet the prime, the insur- 
nlOlu1table obstacle in the way of the task which Re- 
nan has undertaken, lies in the impossibility, so long 
as the supernatural elemcnts of the nmTative are re- 
jected, of attributing to Jesus the excellence which 
undeniably belongs to him. 
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TilE CRITICAL AXD THEOLOGICAL OPI
IOKS OF 
THEODORE PARKER. 


'l\-lEODORE PARKER will be known, not as the 
inventor, hut as a bold expositor and propagator, of 
new opinions. IIis Theology was a not very well 
digested compound of doctrines drawn fronl ,-arious 
and conflicting schools of N ahu'alisill. N otwithstand- 
ing his robust intellect and his wiJe knowledge of 
hooks, llÍs discriminating admirers will hardly clainl 
that he 'Ya
 either an accurate scholar, or a consistent 
thinker. 
In a review of the scconêl edition of the Life 
of Jesus by Strauss, which Parker published in April, 
1840/ he takes a tone of opposition to that writcr, 
implies his own belief in the resurrection of Christ 
and in othcr miracles, and "rclCOlllCS the partial ad- 
mission of the genuineness of John wJlÍch Strauss 
then made, but afterwards recalled. In 
Iay of the 
ncxt following year, I)arker delivered the noted Ser- 
mon, in which he m'owecl his dishelief in the Gospel 
Iuiracles. Afterwards, ill his JJÙwolfrscs oj Religioll 
and elsewhere, he adopts the TÜ1ingcll theories 


1 Claistian Examiner, V oIuIlIC XXVHI. 
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concerning the Gospels and the canon-but scarcely 
undertakes to support them by regular argument. 
lIis critical rell1arks, unconnected as they are, and 
resting on no independent researches, are possessed 
of little scientific value. Of tbe canonical Gospels, he 
s?)"s, "we Inust reject the fourth as of scarcely any 
historical yalue. It appears to be written nlOre than 
a h unùred years after the birth of Jesus, by an 
unknown author, wllO had a controversial and dogmatic 
pnrpose in view, not writing to report facts as they 
were; so he invents actions and doctrines to suit his 
aim, and ascribes then1 to Jesus with no authority for 
so doing." 1 "rrhe Gospel ascribed to John is of small 
historical -raIue, if of any at all." 2 Of l\Iatthew, he 
says that "the fragmentary character of this old Gos- 
pel" is clear; 3 and of the Synoptics generally, that 
we know not" when .thcy were written, by whom, or 
with what documentary materials of history." 4 These 
are the familiar propositions of BanI' and his followers, 
and have been sufficiently exan1Íned on preceding 
pages of this volume. FrOln l1Ís premises Parker 
deduces t.he proper inference that the Gospels arc 
untrustworthy and full of errors. 5 
If thi
 he so, what are we to believe respecting 
Jesus? The answers to this question are indecisive 
and self-contradictory. N ow we are told that the 


1 Discùu1',Qes of Religion, p. 236. 
 Ibid., p. 258. 
I ibid., p. 237. t ibid., p. 236. 
6 Ibid., (e. g.) pp. 231, 339. 
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Gospel writers (( would describe the main features of 
his life, and set down the great principles of his doc- 
trine, and his 11l0St l1lemorable sayings, such as were 
poured out in the highest ll10lnents of inspiration." 
In the Salne breath it is affirmed that no stress can be 
laid on particular events recorded in the narratives; 
that they are a mass of truth and error, çollected about 
a few central facts. l In his practical use of the docu- 
ments, Parker is not less arbitrary than his TÜbingen 
compeers. He believes where it suits him to belieye, 
and elsewhere the authority of the evangelists goes for 
nothing. For example, though he holds that the Gos- 
pel writers have egregiously erred in reporting the 
sayings of J eStiS, and, alllong other things, in the 
application of general predictions, wishes, or hopes to 
specific times or events,2 he still confidently appeals to 
SOllie of these predictions, to prove tIle fallibility of 
Jesus. 
There is one entire class of events which form no 
small part of the Gospel histories, which Parker pro- 
nounces whoUy fictitious. It need not be said that 
we allude to the miracles. lIe agrees with Strauss 
in styling the narratives of supernatural events 
"mythical stories;" 3 and like Strauss he deviates 
from the mythical theory to make room for the diverse 
hypothesis of Baur. But why should IJarker dcuy the 
truth of t-llÏs portion of the Gospels ? Unlike Bmu 


I Di.
COllr8e8 oj Religion, p. 233, anù Note. 
2 Ibid., p. 233. S Ibid., p. 234. 
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and Strauss, he professes to be a Theist, and to be- 
lieve that Iniracles are possible. 'Vhy should he not 
believe then1 actual? Absence of competent testimony 
cannot be the reason, for it is plain that disbelief in 
the 1niracles is thc real cause, and not the consequence, 
of his impeaclllnent of the testimony. To render a 
satisfactory answer to this question, attention n1ust be 
directed to Parker's theological principles. It will 
appear that the denial of n1Ïracles is part and parcel 
of the denial of Revelation, and that the latter springs 
frOln a fnilure to perceive the ground of the need of 
Revelation. 
The fundm11ental point of Parker's theology is his 
doctrine of the absolute religion. 'Vith his eloquent 
paragraphs on the univcrsality of thc religious sentiment, 
and on the indestructible power wbich religion exerts 
over 111ankind, we cordially sympatbize. They consti- 
tute a fine refutation of the Positivist assumption that 
religion is an excrescence to be lopped off in the pro- 
gress of the race fr0111 childhood to 111aturity. But 
our conCCl
l1 now is with the doctrine about the abso- 
lute religion. Absolute religion, or religion in its 
pure, complete form, is s01netin1cs described by Parker, 
in accordance with the Kalltian definition, as obe- 
dience to the Inorallaw regarded as the will of GOd,l 
and sometimes as love to man fr0111 love to God, or 
simply as love to God and lnan. Probably hc wOlùd 
lnodify !Cant's definition by introducing tIle element 


1 Ðiscow'SC8 of Religion, p. 43. 
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of love. Religion, then, is declared to be expressed 
in the law enjoining love to God and love to man. 
The wonder is that Parker should seem to suppose 
tl1at this definition is in any sense original or peculiar. 
There is hardly a synlbol, catechism, r systcmatic 
trcatise on theology, from any branch of the church, 
whether Latin, Lutheran, Reformed, Socinian, or 
Quaker, which does not set forth the same truth. The 
grcater wondm' is that Parker should suppose that 
Christianity, as generally understood, is superseded by 
this idea of religion. Christianity is a lucthod of 
redemption from evil, and evil is the control acquired 
in the hearts of 111en by the principle antagonistic to 
this law. That is to.say, Christianity is the means of 
salvation. To hold up the idca of the absolute religion 
in the midst of a world under thc sway of ungodlincss 
and scJfishness, can only be compared to the conduct 
of one ,yho, when the plague is raging, runs about 
with an excellent definition of health. Parker is 
naturally gratified at secing the la,,' in its simple fornl ; 
but Panl's reply is: "the law 1corlctlt wraflt;" "1ce 
It.NOW that the law is spiritual," we subscribe to all 
your laudation of it, "but I am carnal, sold under 
sin," "for what I woulù, that do I not, but what I 
hate, that I do ;" "
('ho shall deliver me?" 
rl'hns, Parker's rejection of rc\"caled religion (which 
is only the ùisclosure of the divine redcmptivc systcm) 
is logically mal practiral1y cOl1l1ectcd with his rejcction 
of thc Christian doctrinc of sin. If the I3ible doctrine 
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respecting the present n10ral condition of lllankind is 
false, the falsity of the Gospel is the proper corollary. 
But Parker's shallow apprehension of the great fact 
of the bondage of 111ankind to evil, which heathen 
religions as well as Christianity acknowledge, and to 
which not Paul alone, but earnest and discerning men 
in every age, have borne painful witness, is the fatal 
defect. in his theology. fIe could see the outbreakings 
of sin in oppressiye institutions and the selfish con- 
duct of individuals, and these particular expressions of 
sin he denounced without stint. But he attained to 
no deep and large apprehension of the principle of sin, 
which pertains exclusively to no individual and no 
class of n1en. 
The consequences of this fatal ignorance are easily 
traced. 1'he attribute of holiness was ah110st stricken 
from the conception of the divine character. Justice 
was hardly distinguished frOl11 the personal passions 
of hate and revenge. lIence, the Bible representation 
of the character of God excited the strongest feeling 
of repugnance. This narrow view prevented Parker 
from attaining to any just appreciation of the Old 
Testanlent. He stuck in the phraseology, and was 
never weary of scoffing at the idea of a "jealous" or 
an "angry" God. But the New Testament, in its 
doctrine of the desert and pcnalty of sin, was scarcely 
less offensive. IIow Jesus, whom he professed to 
consider the highest elnhodiment of love and excel- 
lence, could be all this at the same tinlC that he 
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c1lCrished these obnoxious ideas and feelings, is a prob- 
lenl which is left unsolved. 
rfhough he was professedly a Theist, and though 
a volume of his prayers has appeared in print, Parker's 
theology is strongly tinctured with Pantheistic nlOdes 
of thought. In the first place, his expressions ill 
regard to the nature and origin of sin are lllore Pan- 
theistic than Pauline. He speaks of sin as thç trip- 
ping of a child who is learning to walk; that is, a 
necessary, and, if his illustration holds, an inculpable, 
stage in human progrcss. The idea that Sill is a phase 
in the developm('nt of the SOlÙ and of the race, and 
is eliminated by the operation of a physical law, is 
only consonant with a fceble impression of the guilt 
of sin, and properly belongs in a system of Pantheism. 
The confounding of natural Jaw with ethical law, and 
constitutional imperfection with moral transgression, is 
a nlOdc of thought which Christianity l'egards with 
intcnsc antipathy. Iniquity and innocent infirmity 
belong in totally different categories. rfhe Panthcistic 
doctrine virtually calls evil good, and good evil, puts 
darkness for light and light for darkness, puts bitter 
for sweet and sweet for bitter. The free and responsi- 
LIe nature of Ulan is really denied, ant
 admitted only 
ill words. If sin is not a voluntary apostasy fronl 
obedience to a law which commands but constrains 
not, the foundation of the Christian system is gone, 
and the superstructure BlHst of course suffer a like 
fate. In the second place, Parker discusses the qucs- 
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tion of the history of religions in a Pantheistic spirit. 
lIe adopts the Positivist speculation, tracing 1\Iono- 
theisln to Polytheis1l1, and Polytheism back to 
-'eti- 
chism. 1 That is, the most degraded type of religion 
was first. This doctrine is against history, which 
gives no instance of a nation spontaneously exchanging 
Polytheisln for l\Ionotheisln. Polytheism may gene- 
rate skepticism, as in Greece, but does not lift itself to 
a better faith. lleathenisln generally brutifies and 
degrades humanity. But the hypothesis of such an 
upward progress is consistcnt with the general theory 
that the mutations of religion obey a natural law of 
progress, and that religion is one effect of civiliza- 
tion, so that in the infancy of mankind heathenism, 
and the lower forms of it, necessarily prevailed. In 
the third place, when Parker COlnes to define his con- 
ception of God, he differs little from Spinoza. There 
is no definite ascription to God, of the distinctive ele- 
ments of personality, self-consciousness and self-deter- 
n1Ïnation. ""r e talk of a personal God. If thereby 
we deny that fIe has the liInitntions of unconscious 
matter, no wrong is done." "God n1ust contain in 
Himself, potentially, the ground of consciousness, of 
personality-yes, of unconsciousness and imperson- 
alit.y." "All mental processes like those of men are 
separated from the idea of fIim." 2 His language 
implies not creation, but elnnnation-a development 


1 niscourses of Religion, Chapter V. 
:I Ibid., pp. 152, 153, 158. 
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of the world out of a prior pOÌ'2ntial existence. Par- 
ker's doctrine appears to come to this, that God is the 
infinite essence of which matter and spirit are the 
diyine manifestations. lIe does not express himself 
with philosophical precision or strict consistency. Eut 
this appears to be the prevailing representation at 
the bottOln of his renuu'ks. It is the proposition of 
Spinoza. In fact, from Spinoza and Schleiel'rnacher 
the principal ideas of Parker on this subject appear 
to havc been learned. 
It is trne that in other places in the writings of 
Parker, cxpressions hardly consistent with that repre- 
sentation, and decidedly theistic in their purport, may 
be met with. But this is just the characteristic of his 
position-an uneasy cquilibriunl between the two 
systems. IIacl Par1\:er bcen thorongh in his theism, 
he would have attaine<.l to profoundcr vie,ys on the 
subject of sin, and might have advanced to the proper 
coronary, the need of supernatural redemption. Had 
he Leen thoroughly logical in his Pantheism, other 
elements ill his system, especially his practical dealing 
with the evils of the day, would have ùccn scnsiùly 
modified. As it was, he walkcd in neither path with 
firIuness and consistency; and thercfore, though his 
popular influence Was large, be will leave 110 cluraùle 
mark on scicntific theology. 
It would not be difficult to show tllat generolIs 
idea3 of philanthropy have no stahlc foundation 
except ill the Christian doctrine respecting nHln and 
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hUlnan sin. Theories of the origin of heathenism and 
of the origin of evil, such as are broached by Parker, 
have a close affinity with the philosophy which treats 
portions of our race as semi-human, or at least hope- 
lessly degraded. Slavery and other sorts of barbarity 
seek in this philosophy their theoretical support. But 
let the doctrine of Paul that paganism is the fruit 
of a fall and degeneracy be held; let his solemn 
arraignment of the hunlan fan lily in the opening of 
the Epistle to the Romans be heartily subscribed, and 
the connected principle that " God has made of one 
blood all nlen" will not be given up. Only in the 
pure atmosphere of Christian theism, can the law of 
human brotherhood take root and flourish. 
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IN EXA)UN 
\ TIOX OF B4\ t:R AXD STR
\ L"SS ON TilE 
CO
VERSION OF THE APOSTLE P
\UL.l 


'Y HEN we speak of the convcr.5Ïon of the 
\postle 
Paul, we mean not only the adoption by hitn of new 
religious tenets which he had before deuied, but like- 
wise the Inoral revolution in his tcmpers of feeling and 
principlcs of action. 'Ve refer to that great tran
for- 
Illation which rendered hÏIn "a new creature." IIe 
was convinced that the crucified Jesus of N azarctÌl 
was in truth the l\Iessiah; hut his conycrsion also 
induced and included a new nlOral spirit and an all- 
absorbing consecration to the cause which he had 
previously hated. rfhis entire change N aturalislll at- 
tributes exclusively to the operation of physical and 
psychological laws. 
rfhe theory propounded by Baur in his Life oj the 
Apostle Pail! is reiterated with some variations in the 
last Life of JC8U8 by Strauss. 2 A zealot for the Phar- 


1 Lorù T
ytt1cton's little work 011 the Com'ersion of St. Paul is ß 
sound argument. It is làrgely taken up, however, with proving tlU\t 
Paul was no impostor; and the remnrks to show that he was not an 
enthusiast, though judicious, are not adapted to meet the more recent 
skeptical theories. 
2 Leben Jesll fÚr d. deutscltC Vvlk, p. 33. 
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isaic type of religion, Panl was irritated and alarmed 
at the progress of a sect which held the ceremonies of 
the law to be of subordinate consequence, and pre- 
tended that their crucified l\Iaster was the promised 
Kjllg of Israel. His vehement spirit impelled him to 
active measures of persecution. Yet the nobler feel- 
ings of his nature could not fail to be touched by the 
demcanor of the dying Stephen; nor could he wholly 
suppress the n1Ïsgivings which tIle unfaltering tes- 
timony of the disciples to the resurrection of Jesus 
stirred up in his breast. To him, a Pharisee, it was 
no impossible event; and if it were true, the difficulty 
occasioned by the ignominious death of Christ was 
reulOved or alleviated. In this divided state of feeling, 
when the will "\\11S Inaintaining a half-conscious struggle 
with the better impulses "\yhich rose against his present 
determination and his life-long convictions, and his 
soul was agitated with contending forces, he semned to 
himself to bchold in a yision Jesus rcbuking him for 
the conduct for whieh he had begun to rebuke himself. 
Perhaps he was struck by lightning while on an errand 
of persecution; and this circumstance, together with 
the physical effects that followed, may have been the 
immediate occasion of the imaginary yision. Strauss 
argues that an infirmity of the nen-ous system proba- 
bly belonged to Paul and partly accounts for remark- 
able expericnces which he attributed to a supernatural 
cause. BatH, especially in his earlier discussion of the 
subject, dilates upon the tendency of the mind to pass 
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from one extrcn1e to the opposite. The n10re ardently 
and thoroughly a man enters into an erroneous systen1, 
the more likely he is, we are told, to be awakened to 
the falsehood of his position. In proportion to the 
intensity of his zeal is the force of the self-induced 
reaction. 
To t1w credit of Baur it must be added that after- 
wards he appears to have hecmne dissatisfied with his, 
own solutioll. In the last edition which he prcpared, 
of his Ilis/or!l of Christiauit!l ill the First Three CeJl- 
fllrÙ's, he says that" ncither psychological nor dialecti- 
cal allalysis can explore the mystery of the act in 
which God rcvcaled to him his Son." lIe even says 
that in the con\rersioll of Paul, '. in his sudden trans- 
fOl'luation fr01n the nlO:;;t vehcment adversary into the 
nlOst resolute l1Crald of Christianity, we can see 
nothing short of a miracle (wunder)." 1 And the SaIne 
word he soon after applies again to the same cvent. 
If we are not at liberty to suppose that Baur admits 
in this case a strictly supernatural agency-an admis- 
sion which wOlùd fundamcntally alter his whole theo- 
logical systeln-yet it is somct hing to find him willing 
to use the obnoxious word, and to acknowledge the 
impossibility of accounting for the conyersion of Paul. 
Baur explains that, however n1ysterious the transaction 
was, the turning-point in the great change which took 
place in the mind of Paul was a new vicw of the death 
of Jesus. lIe came to understand that his death 
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might l)e the transition to a more exalted life. ,\Yith 
this new view, his prejudice against a crllcified ì\Iessiah 
vanished, hut with it his J ewisb particularisJJl disap- 
peared also; siuce the Christ in the heavens was 
raised above the narrow Jewish conception of the 
l\Iessiah, and their exclusive, carnal theory of his office 
and relation to ll1en fell to t.he ground. '\Vhat portion 
of truth is contained in these interesting suggestions 
we shall inquire in the course of tbe remarks which 
follow. 
1. It is Ünportant to notice tbe testilnony of the 
authorities and to compare the statements of Strauss 
and Baul' with that. The conversion of Paul is three 
times circlunstantially,.elated in the book of Acts, once 
by Luke hinlself (c. ix.), and twice by the ..Apostle- 
the first time, in his address to bis countrYlnen at 
Jerusalem (c. xxii.), and again in his speech before 
Agrippa (c. xxvi.) The variations in these three nar- 
ratives relate to slight lliatters of detail, and are unilu- 
portant. Yet Strauss, as might be expected, expends 
upon thein his trivial criticism. Paul was journeying 
towards Dmnascus for the pnrpose of seizing Christian 
men or WOlllen whom he might find there, and dragging 
them to Jerusalem. Suddenly a bright and dazzling 
light shone down upon him and his attendants. The 
whole company were filled with consternation. But 
the" trembling and astonished" Paul distinctly heard 
the words that were addressed to him. Then followed 
his blindness and his conjunction with Ananias at 
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Damasclis, each having been supernaturally guided to 
the other. The skeptical critics do not scruple to 
avail themsel\'es of any circumstances from Luke which 
fit into thcir scheme. Thus, the 11resence of Paul at 
the mill'del' of Stephen is a fact of which Luke is the 
only witness. Strauss even supposes an effect on Paul 
frOln disputations with Christians, while the only eyi- 
dence he offers that such disputation took place is 
Acts ix. 29, where l"}aul's disputing \Üth the Jews after 
his convcrsion is alone mentioned. In the .Acts we 
have the testimony of one who had been for a time 
associated with Paul, and who had resortcd for his 
information (see Luke i. 5) to the authentic sources. 
But we cannot here enter into thc question of the 
crcdibility of Luke, which, as we believe, has been 
fully vindicatcd in a prC\-ious Essay. IIappily we have 
the testirnony of the Apostle himself, in his undoubted 
Epistles, to several of the main farts, if not to the 
special CirCUlllstances, of his cOll\-ersion. lIe tells us 
that prior to that event he had "hryond nlCasure per- 
secuted the church of God and wasted it" (Gal. i. 13). 
lIe says that he deserves not to be called an apostle, 
because he had" persecuted the church of God" (1 
Cor. X,". 0). lIe had made himself famous among the 
churches of .J udea as a persecutor (Gal. i. 22, 23). 
lIe had outrun the Jews ahout him in his fanatical 
zeal (Gal. i. 14.) lIe was unquestionably a furious 
enemy of the discip1cs and their cause. A Pharisee, 
he bad entered with all his heart into the I1lCaSUres of 
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his party for exterll1inating the infant Church. 
Iore- 
over, it is undeniable fr0111 his own statements in the 
Epistles that his conversion was sudden. It was the! 
result, as he declares, of a revelation of Jesus Christ to 
him. And when he connects with his ch1Ïm to be 
an apostle the declaration that he too had seen Christ 
(1 Cor. ix. 1), it is rendered in a high degree probahle 
that his conversion was one of the occasions when this 
occurred. The lTIOSt of what has just been said, the 
skeptical critics allow. They generally concede that 
Paul's conyersion resulted fr0111 a \'ision in which he 
supposed himself to hehold Christ. They would only 
resolve this vision into a nlere subjective impression, 
the product of intense l11011tal excitement. 
;2. ffhe skeptical theory assumes without evidence 
and against the evidence, that the luind of Fmù before 
his conyersiol1 was deeply exercised with n1Ïsgivings 
as to the rectitude of his course. The naturalist.ic 
solution re(}llÏ1'es the supposition that an inward tumult 
and conflict of this sort prevailed in his soul. This 
hypothesis not only lacks support, but is positi\'ely ex- 
cluded by the proofs. It is founded on the words of 
Christ, in Acts xxvi. 14-the snme passage in Acts ix. 
:} is interpolated-" it is hard for thee to kick against 
the pricks." 
'he" pricks" are the goad with which 
the piougllluan f1'0111 behind urged forwarù the oxen. 
The phrase was a proverbial one, and is thus correctly 
eXplained by Dr. Hackett: "the lueaning is, that his 
opposition to the cause and will of Christ must be un- 
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m'ailing; the continuance of it would only bring 
injury and ruin on himself." 1 The illustrative pas. 
sages frOlll ,Yet stein establish this interpretation. 
There is no implication that the Apostle was struggling 
against conscientious impulses: the OPl)osite rather is 
indicated. lIe was engaged in a resolute, pertinacious, 
but ineffectual endeavor to stop the progress of the 
Christian causc. 'Yhcn we turn to Paul's own words 
we find satisfactory evidcnce that he was disturbed by 
no 111isgivil1gs, but was wholly ahsorbed in the work 
of persecution. lIe had becn, he says, a blasphemer 
and persecutor, but found 111ercy because he" did it 
ignorantly, in unbelief." 2 fIe says again: " I verily 
thollght 
cit!t 1Il!J8e1f that I ought to. do many things 
contrary to the name of Jesus of Nazareth." 3 lIe was 

illcere aud perfectly confident that he was striking at 
a heresy. 'Vhen lw "maùe havoc of the church," 
cntering into pl'iyate houses and hurrying to prison 
women as well as n1en, and when he left Jerusalem to 
hunt down the fugitiye disciples in othcr citics, he had 
no donbt that he was performing an acceptable service 
to God. The idea that he rushed into cxtreme meas- 
ures of cruelty to drown the reLukc of conscience is 
plU'C fancy. Everything shows that it was the depth 
and ardor of his conviction that stimulated him to out- 
do his l
llarisaic brethren in his exertions to crush 


I IIackctt, Commentary on tlte Acts, p. 402. See, also, 
r(') cr amI 
De Wette, on Acts xxvi. 14. 
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the new heresy. The foundation of the skeptical solu. 
tion of the probleln of his conversion is therefore taken 
away 
3. Baur's conjectural explanation of the change in 
the religious ideas of Paul is essentially defective. 
The earlier notion that great zeal in a bad cause natu- 
rally leads the subject of it to reverse his course, will 
obtain little applause. 'Ve do not find that Torque- 
nlada was conyerted to Protestantislll and to gentleness 
by the cxcess of his own cruelty in 111anaging the 
Spanish inquisition. Nor will it avail to answer that 
Paul was of a Inilder and 1110re generous nature. As 
N eandcr has remarked, there were among those who 
behelù the burning of lIuss 111any good men who saw 
in the spectacle nothing but the just punishment of 
a cOllÍluuacions and mischievons heretic. There is no 
p-round for supposing that the death of Stephcn made 
a different impression on Paul. 
Baur is right in holding that the conversion of 
Paul fr0111 narrow Pharisaisnl to the broadest Chris- 
tianity, however that conversion may have begun, in- 
volved a process. It was a rational chanßc of princi- 
ples and views. He attained to a new conception of 
the nattue of religion, as not consisting in the punctil- 
ious observance of ceremonies, nor ultimately in any 
works of legal obedience, but in faith which worketh 
by love. Unquestionably he saw, as Baur affirms, a 
meaning auù use in the ùeath of. the l\Iessiah, which 
rendered that event no longer repugnant but grateful 
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to his feelings. The proximate cause of this change, 
hO\Ve\'er, was the awakening of a sense of sin and a 
conviction of the utter inadequacy, frOlll a legal point 
of view, of that obedience which he had been able to 
render. His feeling respecting the death of Christ 
was the correlate of his consciousness of sin and of the 
helpless condition into which sin bad brought him. 
But all this peculiar experience, as far as we are able 
to ascertain, was posterior to that revelation of Jesus 
as the l\fessiah, which first broke up his feeling of seJf- 
satisfaction. Reflection upon the death of Jesus, as 
long as Paul was imprisoned in his Pharisaic conception 
of the l\Iessiah, could only serve to confinn hin1 in 
his opposition to the Christian cause. That Jesus had 
suffered death was of itself sufficient proof that his 
pretensions were false anù his followers heretics and 
apostates. Not until Paul was convinced of the reality 
of the resurrection of Jesus, could he put faith in his 
claims and becOlne reconciled to the fact of his death. 
rrhis is allowed by Strauss; anù now the question is, 
how I)aul becmne convinced that Jesus had really riscn 
from the grave. Strauss conjectures that Panl was 
overcome by the testimony of the disciples, the event 
to which they bore witness being one whieh he, as a 
Pharisee, must admit to he possihle. nut 8trauss 
ignores the essential circumstance that the ,,-hole carecr 
of J CStiS, terminating as it did in the crucifixion, con- 
stituted in the judgment of Paul an overwhelming 
prcsllmption against the probahility of his resurrection 
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and against. the credibility of his disciples' testimony. 
Moreover, it is clear fronl the Apostle's own language 
that it was not the weight of human testimony, in the 
first instance, that caused him to believe, but a super- 
natural revelation, or something which he supposed to 
be this. There is not a shadow of proof that he had 
begun to consider with himself whether the testimony 
of the disciples might not be true. On the contrary, 
he thoroughly disbelieved it, and, inspired with the 
fanatical hatred of an inquisitor, he was eager to exter- 
Ininate the new sect. The naturalistic criticislll in 
vain casts about for smne explanation of this sudden, 
total revolution of opinion which was attended by a 
re,\Tolution equaUy signal in character and conduct. 
4. There is no proof that the revelation of Christ, 
which caused the conversion of Paul, was a vision; and 
if it were, there is no explanation of it save on the 
supposition of its reality. 
In a vision, through a powerflù impression Inade 
on the nlind there is a real or supposed direct percep- 
tion of objects not presented to the senses. 'Vere the 
event which changed the career of Paul shown to be a 
vision, not a step would be taken to-wards proving it 
an illusion. For the skeptical criticism will not be 
permitted to assume that the human mind cannot be 
supernaturally acted upon, and that the yisions recorded 
in the Bible are the product of an excitement having 
its origin exclusively in the mind itself. It has been 
sllOwn already that this criticism has wholly failed to 
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point out any psychological preparation in Paul for 
such a deceitful excrcise of imagination. A vision, 
even though it be unreal, cannot spring fronl nothing. 
Little is gained, therefore, were we to concede that 
Paul's first conviction of the resurrection of Jesus was 
through a vision. 
But even this concession there is no warrant for 
Inaking. It is tnlC that Paul at various times in his 
life, after his conversion, had visions; as he himself 
relates. But it is also true that he Inakes no mention 
of his conversion as one of these, since the vision to 
which he refers in 2 Cor. xii. 1-4 occurred fourteen 
years prior to the time of his writing, wllereas his con- 
version was at least twenty years before the date of 
the Epistle. Nor is there reason to think that Paul 
could not distinguish between the phenomena of a 
vision and an affection of the outward senses. 1 "\ Ve 
find this distinction explicitly Inade by Luke in Acts 
xii. 9, Yvhere it is represented that Peter who llad fol- 
lowed the angel .out of the prison was ill such pertur- 
bation of mind that he "wist not that it was true 
which was done by the angel, but thougllt he saw a 
vision (Ö()((!llt)." That which was" true" (à).ll{).i.;), 
or actual, is expressly discrilninated frolll the vision, or 
subjective inlpression. Peter knew not for the instant 
whether his lih
ration had been supernaturally repre- 
sented to his mind with the vividncss of reality, or 


1 For vl1.luaLJe remarks on tlâs topic, Bce BeysclIJag's Article, Die 
Bekehl'ullg des Apostels Paulus, S
U(Iicn u. Kritikcn, 18Gl. 2. 
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whether he had been actually set free. There is no 
warrant for supposing tbat the strong understanding of 
Paul did not IHake the same distinction between vision 
and external fact. And when he says that he, as well 
as the other apostles, had seen Jesus, and connects his 
apostleship with this circúu1stance (1 Cor. ix.), we 
properly conclude that he refers to sometbing besides 
a purely spiritual, inward perception, or such a percep- 
tion as a vision cOlùd vouchsafe. Peter had seen Jesus 
in his bodily presence, and Paul puts himself in this 
regard on a level with Peter. l And the objective real.. 
ity of this transaction on the road to Damascus can be 
disproved only by discrediting the thrice-repeated nar- 
rative in the Acts. 


1 Bey-schlag sbows tbat tbe argument of Paul for tIle resurrection 
of believers (1 Cor. xv.), which is founded on the resurrection of 
Jesus, implies a perception of Christ in bis bodily presence. A sense 
of the presence of Christ, however vivid it mig1lt be, w bich did 
not exhibit bim in the body, could not constitute a basis for this 
argument. 



ESS
\..Y XI. 


TilE NATURE AND FUNCTIO
 OF THE CHRISTIAN 
MIRACLES. 


THERE are those who find it hard to belie,,-e in a 
miracle, because the word is associated in their minds 
with the notion of a capricious aet, or of a 111akesl1Ïft 
to meet an unexpected exigency. They conceive of a 
Iniracle not as an event l)lanned and fitting into an 
established order, but as done in obediencc to a sud- 
den prompting, as a kind of desperate expcdient to 
prevent the consequences of a previous ncglect or want 
of forecast. Such an aet, they properly feel, cannot be 
attributed to God. Anxious to remove the prejudice 
just described, another class of "Titers set up defini- 
tions of a n1iracle which destroy the distinction be- 
tween a miracle and an event occurring in the course 
of Nature. In flying from one error, they plunge into 
anot11er lying opposite. rfhe mistake in the conception 
which they would correct can bc exposed \\ ithout 
confounding a miracle with a natural evcnt, or strip- 
ping the fonncr of the distinguishing attributes that 
constitute its value as a proof of divine revelation. A 
miracle belongs in a wllOl1y different category from 
natural cvents; Jct it forms no element of discord, is 
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due to no mistake in the structure of the world, which 
requires to be reluediecl, and it conspires with natural 
events to produce harmony in the whole system. 
In this Essay we shallluake the attempt to define 
the nature, and detern1Ïne the appropriate and ap- 
pointed use, of miracles. Objections and errors of 
recent origiu call for a fresh discussion of this impor- 
tant subject. And if the path of our inquiry leads 
in part through a field not unfamiliar; yet luore pre- 
cise conceptions of accepted truth are sometimes of 
harùly less yalae than new discoveries. For the sake 
of greater clearness, the remarks that follow will be 
arranged under a series of special topics. 



 


WHAT IS THE IDEA OF A :\IlR_\CLE? 


In answering this question we reject at the outset 
what the Gcrnmns call the trelative nature of the mira- 
cle, or the notion that the nlÏraculous quality of such 
an event is Inerely relative to human feeling and ap- 
prehension. rrhis definitioll does not go beyond the 
etymology of the term. But an event which excites 
wonder in an extraordinary degree is not thereby con- 
stituted a miracle. The authority of Augustine has 
often been pleaded in favor of this faulty definition. 
lIe says that a Iniracle is not contrary to Nature, hut 
only to that Nature which is ]olOwn to ns. The or- 
dinary operations of Nature, he says, were they uu- 
familiar, lvould excite not Jess aU13zement, and are in 
reality not Jess wonderful, than miracles. But in 
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Augustine's VIew, which results from l1Ïs anti-ruani- 
chæan philosophy, all the operations of :Nature arc 
immediate exertions of the Divine will. In this re- 
spect, therefore, he can place miracles in the same cate- 
gory with the every -day operations of K ature, while he 
holds, at the same time, that the miracle, when re- 
garded frOlll another IJoint of view, is an altogether 
exceptional event. l Spinoza, identifying- God with 
X ature, is consistènt in denying that any distinctive 
characteristic of an objective "kind belongs to a miraclc. 
'l'his term, he says, has respect only to the opinions 
entertained hy mcn, and signifies no Inore than this, 
that WC, or at all events they who narrate tllC occurrcnce 
in question, are unable to explain it by the analogy of 
any other event familiflr to experience. On Spinoza's 
seheIne, a luiracle in the proper sense is a cOlnplete 
absnrdity.2 Schlcicrl11acher, neYer wholly aLle to cs- 


1 AugustinE', De Civ. D<.i, XÀi. 8, 2. Omnia quippc portcnta COll- 
tra Natmmn dicimus e
se: sed non sunt. Quomodo est cnim contra 
Xaturam, quol1 Dci fit voJunt:Üe, cum voluntas h1llti uti'juC Condito- 
ris conùitæ rei cujusque natura est 
 The will of Goù-the 'lolunta8 
of the Creator-is Nature. 
2 Spinoza devotes c. vi. of the Tract. Thcolog-Po1it. to the subjctt 
of miracles; and further considers the rmbject in his I.ctters-Epi:-t. 
xxi. amI x
iii. lIe saJs (in the ch:1ptcr above referred to): "Ex his 
-sequitur, nomen miraculi non nisi rc
pecti\'e ad hominum opinioncs 
po!=se intclli
i, et nihil aliud significare, quam opus, ('ujus causam 
naturalClll exemplo alterius rei solitre c'\:plicare nOIl possumus, vel 
saltcm ipse non potest, qui miraculUIu scriLit 3ut lIarrat." With 
Spinoza l(gcs naturales are one and tlle smne with Dei natura. See 
tbe conte
t of the passage. 
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cape from the abnosphere of Pantheism, comes no 
nearer the true idea, when he says that any event, 
even the most natural, may be styled a miracle, pro- 
vided the religious view of its origin is spontaneously 
awakened in the n1Ïnd, with a forgetfulness of the 
proxÍlnate natural causes. l Tbe relative notion of the 


1 Wunder ist nur der religiüse Name fur Begebenhcit: jede, auch 
die allernatürlichste, sobald sie sich dazu eignet, dass die religiöse 
Ansicht von ihr die herrschende sein kann, ist cin Wunder. Mir ist 
alles Wunder, &c. Reden (6 A.) 8. 106. See, also, K. 16, s. 145. 
Schleiermacher's views are more fully set forth in his System of 
Theolûgy-the Glaube1l8lekre-
 14 Zusatz, 
 34, 2. 3, and 
 47. 
Though not rejecting the New Testament miracles, as historical oc- 
currences, he still professes his agreement ,,-ith those who hold" dass 
Gott die Wunder auf eine uns ullbegreifliche Art in der Natur selbst 
vorbereitet gehabt." B. 1. s. 240. But his reasoning to prove that a 
dÏ\-ine act must be performed through the system of Nature and 
be provided for in that system, is unsound and of a Pantheistic 
tendency. 
Schleiermacher has again discussed the subject of miracles in his 
Lectures upon the I..ife of Jesus, published lately for the first time. 
He has taken, however, no new positions. In his endeavor to refer 
the miracles of Jesus to energies belonging to Nature, he is perplexed 
by the control which Christ exercised over inanimate existence, as in 
stilling the tempest, multiplying the loaves of bread, and rai,:ing the 
dead. (See p. 223.) Such events, he perceives, can be attributed to no 
mysterious natural energy, which is supposed to ll3.\'e enabled him to 
produce extraordinary effects-for example, in healing-in contact 
with living men. Yet the miracles of the class mentioned above are 
ltÍstorically as well attested as any of the rest. This fact Bchleier- 
macher is constr:1ined to allow, and hence finds it impossible to extri- 
cate himself from the difficulty into which lIe is thrown, find which 
is due to the false assumption as to the 1"elativc nature of the mir.lde, 
with which he 8
tS out. 
A view homogeneous with that of Schleiermacher has been at. 


. 
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lniracle fails to separate it objectively and really from a 
natural event-an event occurring by natural law. 
Neither the degree of astonishment with which events 
are regarded, nor the question whether they can be 
referred to a previously ascertained law, nor, again, 
the question whether they are attributed spontaneously 
to the power of God, forms the defining characteristic 
of a n1Ïraculous occurrence. An attentive observation 
of the common phcnomena of K ature, as Augustine 
and after him Luther and luany others have forcibly 
pointed out, n1ay well kindle wonder, anù in a reli- 


tributed to Stanley on the foundation of passages in his work on tho 
Old Testament History, and is styled the p'J'o?:idential theory. (See 
Frances Power CoLbe, B'J'oken Lights, p. 31), Events re('ord
d ill 
Scripture are said to be neither strictly natural nor strictly supernat- 
ural, but specially providential. They are such as to sugge::.t imprb::3- 
ively the agency of God, fifld are related to each other as parts of a 
great, consistent plan. This theory seems not to differ essentiaHy 
from tll3t of Schleiermacher. Whether it be justly ascribed to Stan- 
ley's interpretation of the Old Testament History, we do not assume 
to determine. 
Thút the miracles of Christ could not hme been performed by 
auy power embosomed in Nature-as, for e:\ample, by an energy 
belonging natllrnHy to preëminent human virtue-would seem to bo 
an obdous truth. Yet ß }.eccnt writer (Furnes
, Vtil partly Lifted, 
p. 216) takes this position, even respecting the resurrection of Jesus. 
Agiùe from the tremenùous difficulty of supposing such anomalous 
t'\'cnts, as the miracles recorded in Ute Bible, to be due to any power 
I.ltent in human nature, we are cut oft' from that supposition by the 
testimony of Christ himself, aud are obliged to refer them to n super'- 
natural author, The broaching of such n theory indicates a desiro 
in some, which amounts to a determination, to got rid of the a.gency 
of a living, per
on[11 God. 
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gious nlind will carry up the thoughts to God. But 
such phenomena are not, on this account, to be 
deemed n1Ïraculous. 1 
In defining a Iniracle we pledge ourselves to no 
particular theory concerning tl1e constitution of Nature. 
If the new doctrine of the persistency of for
e-the 
correlation of forces, 
Ir. Grote calls it-should be 
established; if all the phenomena of matter should be 
found to be due to varieties of motion-to be varied 
manifestations of one essence; our present discussion 
would not be sensibly affected. If occasional ism be 
adopted as the true philosophy; if it be lnaintained 
that the operations of Nature proceed immediately 
frOll1 the volitions of God, tl1e efficiency of second 
causes being denied, or even tbat the phenomena of 
Nature are indistinguishable from these volitions, what 
we have to say, wouln, with some verbal modifications, 
hold good. For occasionalisll1 does not question the 
reality of the facts of Nature; nor docs it scruple to 
admit the sequences of Nature, the systenl in which 
these facts conjoin. "\Ve proceed, however, upon the 
position which is commonly taken by theists, that 
secondary causes are real-that nwtter is an entity 
manifesting forces, though requiring the direct sus- 
tenance and co-working of the power of God. The 


1 For good remarks on the relative notion of a miracle, see tho 
valuable Essay of Julius Müller on the subject of Mimcles, to which 
we shall again refer, c. iv. Relativa quam vocant miraculi Y:o
:o 
examinatur. 
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forces resident in Nature subsist and act, hut they 
subsist and act, not without the Divine prese'rvation- 
tlle concur8U8 Dei. 
A miracle is an event which the forces of Nature, 
or secondary causes, operating thus under the ordinary 
Divine preservation, are incompetent to produce. l Sec- 
ondary causes may be concerned in the production of a 
miracle. }'or a miracle (except in the case of creation 
de 'llihilo) is wrought in Nature, or in the l'eahn of 
second causes; but these are insufficient to explain it. 
It is an event ,yhich only the intervention of the }'ir
t 
Cause is adeqnate to produce. Beyond the constant 
upholding of Nature in the normal cÀcrcise of its 
powers, there has been an interposition of God to 
effect that which otherwise could not have taken place. 
Pascal has exactly hit the true nature of a miracle, 
when he terms it a result exceeding the natural force 
of thc means employed. If the axc floats on the 
water, SOlne powcr is exerted above the powcrs of 
Nature. rrhey, if left to themsehTcs, would nccessarily 
carry it to the bottom. 


1 In this definition we use tIle term .Nature as a synonym for the 
8um of second causes, or tho creation in distinction from God. If 
the term be taken les
 comprehensively, as embracing only man and 
the material uni\'erse, or that portion of Hie material universe of 
which he 113.9 any knowledge, then in order to differentiate a miracle 
froIU otner supernatuml Ð\'ent5-e"ents, for example, which it may 
be thought possible for superhuman, created intelligences to bring 
to p3.SS--" e mllst fidd another element to the definition and explicitly 
ronnect tho mirnde witL a volition of God. 
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IS A 1HRACLE TO BE CO
SIDERED A SUSPENSION OR 
. VIOIJATIO
 OF NATURAL LAW? 


l\Iore commonly this question has been answered 
in tllf affirmati\Te. Yet the point is' one on which 
theologians are not yet agreed. For example, Dr. N. 
'V. Taylor, whose discussion of the general subject is 
marked by his wonted acuteness, styles a miracle a 
H deviation" frOln some law of Nature, and appears, 
also, to sanction the statement that miracles may 
involve a violation of natural law. l On the contrary, 
Dr. Julius l\Iüller considers the statement improper 
and unfounded. 2 
The difference is really due to the different Inode 
in which the phrase, "law of Nature," is defined by 
the parties respectively. Dr. Taylor means by a law 
of Nature " that established course, or order, of things 
or c\Tents, which depends solely on the constitution, 
properties, or nature of any created thing, and which 
admits of no deviation by any created power." The 
stated connection between a given event and a certain 
set of physical antecedents, which that event is ob- 
served invariably to follow, is taken as the idea of a 
law of Nature. Under this conception, a miracle is 
properly said to involre a counteraction, or suspension, 
or violation of natural law; for in the case of the 
miracle the presence of a given set of physical antece- 
dents is not followed by the usual event. 'Vhen a 


1 See Dr. Taylor's Moral Gocernment, V 01. II. pp. 388, 390. 
S :Müller's Essay on Miracle8, Caput III. 
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leper is healed, as the effect of a word uttered by a 
human voice, the connection usuallyobserved to sub- 
sist between physical antecedent and consequent, is 
dissolved. If the law of Nature be this stated connec- 
tion, then of course the natural law is suspended or 
violated. 
But there is another and more exact meaning to 
be giyen to natural law, which does not invoh'e this 
consequence. \Yhat is natural law Lut the mcthod in 
which a force or energy is observed to operate? The 
laws of Nature are the lnethod of the operation of the 
forces which inhere in Nature. Such laws are not a 
norn1 for an energy that is outside of Nature, or is 
imported frm11 without. 'Ye need not affirm-we are 
not authorized to affirm-that a lniracle involvcs a 
change in the constitution of matter or mind, or in the 
law nnder which they act. And if it did involve such 
change-so that matter, for example, were transformed 
into something different fron! matter-even then the 
miraculous event would be no violation of the laws of 
matter, since lllatter, by the supposition, has ceased to 
exist, and has heen displaced by a substance cndmvcd 
with diverse properties. Suppose the w\c to float 
luiraculously npon the water. rrhere is here no viola- 
tion of the laws of Nature. For the extraordinary 
event is not due to the ahnormal action of the energies 
that hclOllg cither to the water or to the iron; but is 
owing rather to the introùuction of a new and extrinsic 
cause which operates accorùing to a law of its own. 
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'rhere is no more violation of natural law than if the 
axe were upheld upon the water by the human hand. 
The effect which a given antecedent, or sum of ante- 
rodents, would otherwise produee, may be counter- 
fided by the presence of other forces which are also 
natural. This is done wheneyer a stone is thrown into 
the air, or water raised by a pump, or lightning di- 
verted f1'0111 a building by an iron rod. In these cases 
there is not, as we conceive, any violation of natural 
laws. :For the law of gravitation is not properly stated 
when it is made to involve the bringing to the earth of 
a stone in those circumstances under which we observe 
the stone to rise; and the same is true of the other 
exmnples of a supposed infringement of natural law. 
So the resurrection to life of a 111an who has once died 
is an effect which tne natural eauses connected with 
the event could not have produced, but, acting by 
themselves, nlust have excluded. But this change of 
event is not to be ascribed to an alteration of the norm 
under which they aet, but wholly to the introduction 
in connection with them of a new and supernatural 
cause. The effcct which the l]hysical antecedents, if 
left fa themselvcs, would have produced, is set aside- 
in consequence, llOwever, of an added ahtecedent, the 
Diyine power supernatuTally exerted. 
'Ve conclude, therefore, that a miracle, strictly 
speaking, is neither a suspension nor a violation of 
natural laws, but rather an event wl1Ích 'lCOltld be this, 
were it not for the fact that with the physical ante- 
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('etIents tla'rc has been associated a supernatural 
agency. 
The English writer who deserves credit for dearly 
refuting thc idea that a miracle suspends or ,iolates 
the laws of Kature, is the Scottish philosopher, Brown. l 
However he may err in unwarrantably extending the 
sense of the term 11";{dure (a poiJlt on which Dr. rray- 
lor animadverts), and however defective may be his 
general theory of causation, his observations on the 
particular topic before us appear to be conclusivc. 


IS A l\IJRACLE COXTRARY TO EXPERIE
CE? 


Herc, like,,-ise, attention is required to the mean- 
iug of terms. If experience be a synonynl for the 
course of things as deduced from observation, then a 
miracle i8 contrary to experience. If we are told that 
a leper is curcd by a word from human lips, we arc 
told of an event which is contrary to cxperience-tImt 
i
, inconsistent ,,,ith what has heretofore becn observed 
to foUow upon the samc natural antecedents. If we 
submit the case to experiment and reiterate the trial, 
usiug thc most scientific caution in appl.riug the test, 
no such event is obsclTec1 to follow. 
But if the opposition to experience that is precli- 
('ated of a miracle be ulHlerstood to invoh.c thc idca 
that in asserting a miracle we ascribe to t hc SHIUC 

('t 
of causes an evcnt different fr0111 that which they have 


1 Brown's Inf}uiry into tlte Rclatio7LS of Ca1l8" an" J:"lfr('(. .Ap- 
pendix, X ote E. 
31 
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always been observed to produce, then a Iniracle is '/lot 
contrary to experience. For a miraclr, we repeat, 
implies no contradiction to the lnaxiul that the same 
effect is to be expected to follow the SaIne causes. A 
n1iracle is, by the supposition, an event resulting from 
the association of a new cause with a given set of 
physical antecedents. It is true that (save in thc 
cases, the reality of which is under discussion) we have 
no experience of this association of the supernatural 
agency with the physical antecedents. But this last 
fact is better expressed by the statement that a Inirac1e 
is abore or beyond experience-transcends experience 
-than by the statement that it clashes with experi- 
ence. That a miracle should occnr when the power 
of God is specially exerted in connection with physical 
agencies, does not clash with experience. 


THE POSSIBILI'l'Y OF MIRACLES. 


The possibility of a miracle is the next topic to be 
considered. Is it necessary to argue this point before 
a believer in God? Is omnÍjJotcJlCC incompetent to 
proùuce events that outreach the capacity of crcated 
Nature? lIas I-Ie who gave existence to second 
causes, exhausteù IIis resources of power in the act 
of producing and sustainillg thcm ? '\Vas not the pro. 
duction of these causes itself a stupendous n1Íracle? 
'rhere is nothing in our knowledge of the constitu- 
tion of matter, and of the iuternal processes of Nature, 
of which only the phenomena are presented to our 
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obsen-ation, to afford the shadow of a support to the 
IJresluuptnous proposition that events like the recorded 
miracles of the Bible arc inherently impossible to be 
effected. How in the regular course of nature the 
handful of grain multiplies itse1f in the harvest which 
springs from. it, is an insoluble- problenl. It is an 
inexplicable fact which, after the closest observation 
of the successive phenomena attending the change, we 
still find to be a mystery. That the five loaves should 
be multiplied by an agency both diff
rent frOln that of 
Nature and superior, so as to furnish food for five 
thousand, is another mystery, but a fact which none 
but the atheist can consistently declnre impossible. A 
man who would otherwise sink in death is restored to 
health by a luedicinal agent administered by a physi. 
eian's hand. 1Ve can only point out the visible ante- 
èedents of the effect. 110w they do their work in the 
hidden laboratory of N ahu'c, we cannot go far in ex- 
plaining. '\Ye cannot picrce through the veil tl13t 
ltidcs the interior process f1'0111 our cyes. In this 
respect, we helieve where we cannot see or explain. 
But if it be asserted that the invalid can be restored in 
a briefer time anù by the exertion of a power different 
fronl any rcmedial agent in the natural world-say, by 
the direct volition of God-who is bold enough to 
affil'ln, who has the slightest ground for affirming, thnt 
the thing is impossible? 
rrhat a miracle is possible is a proposition com- 
lll<'nded to credence hy the survey of the actual phe- 
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non1ena of Nature in its various kingdoms. 'Ve see 
that higher forces so far control the action of lower 
that the latter cease to produce the effects which would 
result frOln their e
clusive activity. l\Iechanical forces 
tI 

re subordinated to cllen1Ïcal attraction. Inorganic 
nature is subjected to the operation of vital forces. 
Vegetable and animal existences are endued with 
powers which are, so to speak, superior to the forces 
of unorganized lllatter. rrhe force of gravitation, for 
exanlple, gives way, or is apparently overborne, by a 
heterogeneous and superior agency. If we could sup- 
posc ourseives divested of all knowledge of organic 
Nature, we should then have the san
e right, no less 
and no lnore, to òeny, on account of the force of gravi. 
tatiou, the possibilit.y of the upward growth of a tree, 
as the skeptic has now to deny the possibility of a 
n1Ìrncle. rrhe fonner event would be not. less foreign 
to experience, not less unprovided for in the existences 
,vhich we had beheld, and in the causes whose opera. 
tion we had observed, than is the instantaneous cure 
of blindness by a volition
 or the raising of a dead 
man to life. Nature is the spectacle of reahn above 
realm, where the subordinate order is taken up and 
embraced within the superior. Ascending fronl one 
grade to another, we 111eet with new and diverse phe- 
nomena, and with a seeming reversal of the laws which 
operate on the plane below. rrhis change is duc, how- 
ever, to the incoming and modifying 3gCllCY of a new 
and heterogeneous class of causes. 
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Still more suggestive is the relation of the intelli- 
gent will of man to the forces of the unintelligent 
creation. IIere, within the domain of K ature, effects 
are produced analogous to the miracle. The ,yill in 
relation to the nlatter with which it is connected and 
over \\;-hich it has power, is a heterogeneous and super- 
natural cause. The changes in matter which it pro- 
duces take place, to be sure, in agreement with the 
Jaws of 11lattcr, yet they are changes and effects which 
originated not in the sphere of matter, but in a nlOtor 
outside and above material forces. A gesture of the 
hand is the result of a train of causes-as the action 
of the brain, the nerve, the muscle-a train, however, 
which begins in a volition. It is true, there is no 
analogy, as far as we can judge, between the influence 
of the ,yill upon existences exterior to it, and the exer- 
tion of creatire power. The will, in its action on n1at- 
tel', can modify that which already existed, hut cannot 
call into being what is not. Ilere the limits of lluman 
power are reached. A miracle that involves creative 
power has no parallcl, as far as we can judge, with any 
possible exertion of nmn's voluntary agency. But with 
this exception, the control of the human will oyer 
nmtter hears a striking resemblance to the lllore potent 
operation of the Divine will, and exhihits impressively 
the possibility of such a n1Ïraculous operation. 
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THE PROBABILITY OF MIRACLES: THE PRESUMPTION 
ADVERSE TO THE OCCURRENCE OF MIRACLES. 


That a miraclùous event, looked at by itself, IS 
improbable, needs no proof. The incredulity which 
the report of such an event awakens in an educated 
n1Ïnd, implies an anterior presumption opposed to its 
occurrence. There are some defenders of Christianity 
who are inclined to put a miracle, in regard to the 
proof required to establish it, on the same footing with 
an ordinary event. They take, as we conceive, an 
untenable position, and one that is likely to har1111110re 
than it J:lelps their cause. It is freely adlnitted that a 
presumption lies against the occurrence of a luiracle. 
But before we can Dleasure the strength of this pre- 
sumptive disbelief, we must inquire into the sources 
of it. 
This presumption is founded in our belief in the 
unifonnity of Nature. But what is the nature and 
ground of this belief? 
It is not, as some plÜlosophers have held, an in- 
stinctive faith that things win continue to be as they 
arc-that the future will reproduce the present. 1 For 
our belief in the uniformity of Nature points back. 
ward, as well as forward. It relates to what has oc- 
curred in the past, not less than to what is expected to 
occur hereafter. J\Ioreov.er, the snpposed axiom is 
. . 
t Just objections to this form of statement aro presented by J. S. 
Mill, in his Logic. 
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inexact in lea"mg room for the assunlption of a kind 
of san1eness in the recurrence of phY5ical phenomena, 
which experience disproves. For example, the climate 
of our latitude has not always been what it is now; 
nor is it now what it will be hereafter. The globe and 
the whole physical universe, by the mere operation of 
physical causes, have undergone vast and various 
changes. New and before unobserved phenomena 
have sprung into being. The saying, that things will 
be what they are or have been, describes no original 
belief of the n1Ïnd, or is, at best, a vague and inaccu- 
rate statement of any such belief. 
The prcstllTIptive disbelief of the educated mind in 
miracles is founded in our conviction that there is a 
ll!/8tClll of Nature. Scientific investigation has inspircd 
a belicf in the sway of general laws, as opposed to 
pretcrnatural intervention. The progress of sciencc, 
from Thales dowl1wm'd, has largely consisted in the 
elimination of supposed divine interfercnccs and in 
the disclosure of an established order. One depart. 
nlCnt of N" atnre after another has beeB brought within 
the circle of ascertained law. Phenomena, seemingly 
capriciou
, have been found to recur with a regularity 
Hot less unvarying than the succession of day and 
night. Events that were once thought to Lo wholly 
owing to a preternatural cause can be predicted in 
aùvance hy a process of n
athe!11atics. Not two cell- 
turies ago, leaùing ministers of New England 
onsid- 
cred a comet to be a specinl messcilgcr from God to 
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forewarn nIen of punitive calamities which ,vere nn- 
pending over then1. 1 
'The conviction which is excited by the results of 
scientific investigation, relative to the unvarying con- 
trol of natural law, is not without support from another 
quarter. Such an arrangelnent, generally speaking, 
best harmonizes with our ideas of the wisdom and 
majesty of God. "\tVe should expect that fIe would 
stamp regularity upon the operations of Nature. 
l\Ioreover, the uniformity of N atllre-the exemption, 
in generdl, of Nature fron1 supernatural illtervention- 
is a most benevolent arrangement. rrhe fixed course 
of Nature is a vast and indispensable blessing to Inan. 
It is essential that we should be ahle to count upon 
the future; to anticipate the rising of the SUll at a 
given hour; to foresee that the bread which we take 
for the nourishnlent of life will not turn out to be 
poisonous; to be certain that when vitality is gone 
there is no hope of revoking the principle of life. 
'V ere it not for the order of Nature, all human calclila- 
tions would be baffled, Innl1an judgments lcft without 


1 See, for example, Dr. Increase }'Iather's "KOJ1-7JToypafþw, or a 
Discouue concerning Comets, wherein the Nature of BLAZIXG STARS 
is enquired into," &c., &c., with "two Sermons occasioned by the 
late Blazing Stars." Boston: 1683. We have quoted but a smaH 
fraction of the title. In the Discourses are stated ., the l10rriblc 
massacrcs, fires, plagues, tempests, hurricanes, WaI.S, and other judg- 
ments" Ivhich have followed the appearance of Comets in all ages. 
It is an amusing instance of the fallacious confounding of the propter 
'we with the post !toe. 
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a foundation to rest upon, and infinite disorder and 
confusion everywhere prevail. The ends of a wise 
benevolence are best met by n1arking out the course 
of Nature aud leaving it to move on the appointed 
track. 
Such is the force of these considerations that we 
unhesitatingly i'eject the testimony by whieh I110st 
alleged miracles are supported. In reading early 
historians, like Herodotus, or mediaeval chroniclers, 
like Gregory of Tours, or in listening to the lllodern 
necromancers, whenever we perceive, and in propor- 
tion as we perceive, that an event which they report 
inyolvf's a miracle, we instantaneously dishelie,'c the 
narrativc. Such disbelief is felt to be the dictate of 


reason. 
And this aversion of the mind to give credence to 
a luiracle is augmented by the necessity under 'v hich 
the historical student is placed, of rejecting so vast an 
amount of lllil'aculous narrative. It may be said, to 
bc surc, that the evidence f1'0111 tcstimony is defective; 
for such is the truth in l1U111berless instances of pre- 
tended n1Ïrac1e. Yet, in some cases, were the events 
which arc too n1uch for our faith, ullllliraculous, we 
should deem the testimony on which thcy rest to he 
sufficient. In these cases we deny creùence simply 
and solely on thc ground of a rational rehÍctauce to 
belicve ill miracles. For examplc, we crcdit I Ierodo- 
tus in a thousand places, whcre the proofs-apa"t from 
the character of the cvents reporteù-are no greater 
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than those which he brings forward in. relating the 
nliniculous. 
"\Ve fully concede, then, that there is an antecedent, 
rational presumption against the truth of a narrative 
involving Iniracle, a presumption resting proximately 
upon the experience of the uniformity of Nature, and 
ultÍlnately upon our conviction of the wisdOlll and 
desirableness of such an arrangement; and acquiring 
additional force from the knowledge, which history and 
observation afford, of the credulity of mankind and the 
prevalence of superstition. 


HOW MAY TIlE PRESUl\IPTION ADVERSE TO :MIRACLES BE 
REl\IOVED ? 


The uniformity of Nature, in the sense of excluding 
supernatural intervention, is not an intuitive truth-a 
truth of reason. That like causes will produce like 
effects is indeed-as far as the physical world is con- 
cerned, for we leave out of consideration the will-an 
axiom of reason. But the uniformity of Nature in- 
volves another proposition, namely, that the snm of 
forces operating in Nature remains the same-with no 
introduction of supernatural power. And our belief in 
the uniformity of Nature has no greater strength than 
belongs to the presumption that supernatural interposi- 
tion will not occur. 
But every theist knows that supernatural interposi- 
tion has occurred in the past; that all things which 
he beholds owe their existence to such an exertion of 
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the Divine will. For he traces therll all to an act of 
creation. 
:ßloreover, science affords a kind of historical proof 
that acts of creation have occurred. The origination 
of all the types or species of living beings found on the 
earth, requires the supposition of a creative act, since 
Geology points back to a time when no germs of ani- 
mated being existed on the globe. If the old doctrine 
of the original distinctness of existing species bc still 
held, which no facts have thus fai' disproved, we are 
led to the necessary assumption of a series of crcative 
acts. The uniformity of Nature is thus seen to be no 
absolute truth. 
But for what cnd does material Nature exist? 
Surely not for its own sake. The end for which N a- 
ture exists must bc sought outside of Nature itself. 
Nature is only a part of a more comprchensivc system. 
N aturc is an instrumcnt, not an end. The moral 
administration of God is superior ånù aU-comprehen- 
sive. rrhc fixcd order of Nature is appointed to pro- 
nlOte thc ends of wisdom and goodncss. The same 
motiyc which dictated the establishment of this ordcr 
Illay pre3cribe a deviation from it; or rather Inay have 
originally detcrmincd that the natural ord
r should 
at certain points give way to supcrnatural mani- 
festation. 
That is to say, if the ohjcct to be sccurcd is suffi- 
cientJy commanding, or, in othcr words, if the benefit 
to result outwcighs all the evils which may be Sllp- 
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posed to attend a Divine intervention, the antecedent 
presumption against the miracle is set aside and over- 
borne. 
Supposing an end worthy of the interv
ntion of 
God, a miracle is perfectly consistent with the Ï1nmu- 
table character of the Divine administration. This lies 
in the unity of the end. The same end is pursued, 
but the Ineans of attaining it are varied. N ow He 
111akes use of natural law, and now of special interven- 
tion. There is no disturbance of the grand harmony 
that pervades the Divine administration. The acts of 
Divine Providence, hoth natural and miraculous, form 
together one consistent wholc. A COl11111 an deI', who 
COllll110nly issues his orders through subordinates, does 
not interfere with the ends he has in view, if he 
chooses, now and then, to ride over the field and per- 
sonal1y convey his commands. lIe is guilty of no 
fickleness, if he alter the disposition of his forces to 
suit a new set of circumstances. This alteration nmy 
evcn hmTe been embraced in his foresight. Nor is the 
Ruler of the country inconsistent ,,,ith himself, when 
he augments, or diminishes, or wholly disbands, the 
nÜlitary force which he has himself organized. For 
this force does not exist for its own sake. It was 
created for a special end outside of itself, and is 
lllouldèd with sole reference to the benefit sought. A 
l1lÏracle is not a prodigy, a mere wonder (rl(!u:;), 
fulfilling no moral end, a disturbance of the natural 
order, carrying with it no advantage. But a 111iraclc 
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1;:, also a sign (õ1lfU;LOV), signifying somet11Ïng, fulfill- 
ing an idea, and selTing an end. 1 
lIenee, a n1Ïracle implies no afterthought on the 
part of God-as if h
 resorted to a measure ,vl1Ïch TIe 
had not originally purposed. In the plan of this 
world, llliracles not less than natural events had their 
appointed IJlace. The Divine Being as truly deter- 
mined to exert supernatural power at the points where 
miracles orcur, as to act elsewhere through general 
laws. In short, Iniracles are fully accordant with the 
laws of the Universe, or of the universal systClll which 
includes God. A departul'e, in one sense of the terms, 
from the law of . Nature, they are yet harmonious with, 
and required by, the laws of the Universe. The 
higher law prescribes their occurrence. 2 


I Of the three terms used in the New Testament to designate a 
miracle, TÉpUr> correspond-3 to mimculum and denotes the subjectivo 
effuct on the mind j u'll.LEîoJl denotes the significance of the event j anQ 
ðvváJLftr> the supernatural energies to which it must be due. 

 It is a relief to turn from the vagueness of many modern writl'rs 
to the greater preci:,ion of the Schoolmen. Thomas Aquina<) (Sum- 
ma, P. I. Quæst. 105, Art. 6) handles the question whether God can 
ùo anything practe1' ordinern rebus indutmn. lIe explains that en
ry 
order is dependent upon a cause, and that one orQer mny be subject 
to another that i$ higher and more comprehensive: as the family 
which is dependent on the father i
 embraced in the city, which, in 
turn, is inC'luded in the kingdom. 
\ miracle is no ,iolation of the 
order of things, as dppendent upon the 
First Cause. 
In another passage (P. I. Quæst. 110, Art. 4), Thomas d
scusses 
the question utrum an(Jcli possint facer mi'J'acula. He admits that 
superhumnn creatures can bring to pass events which are miracles 
quoa 1 nos,. tlmt is, event., which surpas
 the power of any (,1"<.'ate:'l 
causes with which we are ßcqllainteù. Bllt he responùs to the que!'- 
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It will be objected that we are unqualified to say 
when a moral emergency that calls for a miracle is 
constituted. To a certain e"'{tent, this may be granted. 
'Ve cannot take into view the entire Divine systen1. 
'Ve may be disposed to set up a cIailn for the inter- 
vention of God in cases where a wiser being would be 
of another l11Ïnd. This, however, may fairly be de- 
manded of every theist, that as he believes in an inter- 
vention of God at the successive epochs of creation, so 
he shall be prepared to expect a similar interyention at 
epochs equally 111Omentous in the new spiritual crea- 
tion, or the redemption of l1mnkind from their bondage 
to evil. The antecedent presumption against the 
occurrence of miracles may exist in different degrees 
of strength. It may, in a given set of circumstances, 
be greatly weakened 'without wholly disappearing. 
But a crisis can be conceived to exist, an exigency can 
be conceived to arise, where this presumption wholly 
vanishes and even yields to an expectation of the oppo- 
site character. The need of Revelation, and of mira- 
cles to verify and giye effect to Revelation, constitutes 
an occasion justifying the Divine intervention. 


THE FALLACY Ol
 IIUl\IE'S ARGUMENT. 


The preceding remarks suggest the proper answel 
to the reasoning of Ilume against tIle possibility of 


tion negatively, because a miracle, properly speaking, is praeter ordi- 
nem totiu8 naturae creatae-sometlling, therefore, which only God 
can do. 
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provillg a ll1Ïracle. lIe. ignores the fact of a supernat- 
ural 1110ral government over the world of Nature and 
of lllen. Our belief both in the constancy of 
 ature 
and in human testimony, says 11u111e, is founded on 
experience. In regard to the former point, this expe- 
rience is unifol'ln (since the cases of supposed miracle, 
being under discussion, are not to be assumed as 
exceptions). In respect to the credibility of testimony, 
however, if we suppose npparentIy crediLle testimony 
to be piled never so high, nothing more is rrql1irec1 for 
believing it to be falsely given than to suppose a viola- 
tion of llaturallaw ; that is, of the laws connected with 
the giving of erediblc tcstimony. But if \Ye accept the 
testimony, and belicve the fact it allegcs, Yfe are 
oLligcd to assume the same thing; namely, the viola- 
tion of natural law. In other words, we are rcquired 
by the reporters of a miraculous event to accept one 
miracle in order to avoid another! ,r e have stated 
the gist of I-Iumc's argument. The fallacy does not 
consist in the postulate that a miracle is contrary to 
expericnce; for there is a logical propriety in t1Ús pro- 
visional assumption. But the fallacy lies in the 
assumption that a n1Ïracle is just as likel!! to OCCllr iJl 
the OJle J)lace as Ùl the other; that we Ina)' as ration- 
aHy expect a miracle to be ,Y
ought ill the lllatter of 
testimony, whereby the laws of cvidcnce are miracu- 
lously COll\"crted into a vehicle for decciving and mis- 
leading Inankind, as to snpposc a miraclc in the pllysi- 
cal world, like the healing of the blind. I IUlllc's 
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argument IS valid only on the hypothesis that God is 
as ready to exert supernahual power to 11lake truth- 
ful nlep falsify, as to perf OrIn the miracles of the Gos- 
pel. Introduce the fact of a personal God, a n10ral 
Governn1ent, and a wise and benevolent enù to be sub- 
served through n1Ïraculous interposition, and IIume's 
reasoning is cn1ptied of all its force. I 


THE SPECIAL FUNCTIO
 OR USE OF :MIRACLES. 


rrhis is a topic deserving of 1110re full examination. 
"\Vhy is Revelation attended with n1Ïracles? 'Yhat 
particular end is subserved by supernatural 111al1ifesta- 


I MObt of the opponents of Hume have failed to overthrow his 
reasoning. Assuming that the uniformity of Nature is ascertained 
from testimony, they have claimed that testimony does not pro\"e 
this unifJrmity to òe unvarying, and that Hume, in taking the oppo- 
site position, begs the question in dispute. If they arc correct, there 
i::l no greater a p1'iori improbability of a mirac1e than of a natural 
eyent; and t1
e same amount of proof which satisfies us that a man 
has sunk in the water, suffices to prove that he has walked on the 
water or subdued tIle bi110ws with a word. If they are correct, an 
event inexplicable by natural laws is as crediLle as the every-day 
phenomena of K ature, They forget that the uniformity of Nature is 
a legitimate generalization from experience. It is not a bare record 
of facts and ob5crvations: but an authorized (though not aòsolute) 
generalization on the basis of them. It is true that J. S. Mill and philo:;;- 
ophers of the Positivist type, who exclude an a p1'iori element fi'om 
induction, have no good warrant for any generalization-any dictum 
more comprehensive than the cases actual1
r observed. lIume, to be 
sure, is 10gicaUy invol ved by his philosophical theories in the S,lme 
embarrassment. But on a sound philosophy, we are obliged to admit 
a presumption against miracles, which requires to be removed. 
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tion in connection with Christianity? rlll lCse are the 
questions to be considered. 
It has been sometimes thought that the miracles 
of Christ were to prove IIis Di\'inity. But this, in our 
judgment, is an error. The miracles of Christ do not 
differ in kind frOln those ,yhich are attributed to the 
prophets of the Old rrestament. By the prophcts the 
sick were healed and the dcad reviyed. Nothing in 
thc quality of the works wrought by Christ, thcrefore, 
can authorize us to put this interpretation upon them. 
If we look at the teaching of the K ew Testamcnt, we 
discover that neither Christ nor the apostles attach 
this peculiar significance to IIis miraculous works. On 
the contrary, they are explicitly said to be performed 
hy the rather, or by the Father through IIÍ1n. They 
are said to be cffectcd by a power which, though it 
permanently abide in IIim, was yet givcn IIÍlu of 
God. TIICY are s01netillles preceded by the offering 
of prayer to HIe Fatller. They are declarcd to be a 
1nanifestation of the power and majesty of the 11'ather. 
And in keeping with these representations is the 
circumstance that no miraculous works proceeded 
frolll J csus prior to the epoch of His bapt1s111 and 
entrance 01) TIis pnhlie ministry. The Divinity of 
.J esus is a truth which rests upon IIis testimony anù 
that of the apostlcs, aud not upon the fact that 1 Ie per- 
formed works excceding human po,,-cr. 1 


1 The scriptural proof tÌlat the miracles of Christ were not to 
provo his Divinity, i-; presentceJ more in eJetaiI in the l
:-"':lY of Mul!cr. 
32 
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The old view that n1Ìracles are to authenticate the 
divine Inission of a religious teacher, is the correct 
VIew. They are a proof which Goel condescends to 
afford, that the person by whom they are wrought is 
clothed with an authority to speak in I-lis. name. This 
being their special office, Christ never performed 
Illiracles for the prOlnotion of I-lis own personal COln- 
fort. That n1Ïracles are in this way a testimony of 
God, is declared by the Saviour. " Thc works which 
the Father hath given me to finish, the smne works 
that I do, bear witness of me, that the ]?athcr hath 
8CJl{ me." 1 '" If thou be the Christ, tell us plainly.' 
Jesus answered theIll, , I told you and ye believed not; 
the works that I do in my ]?athcr's name, they bear 
witncss of nlC.'" 2 'Ve need not cite the numerous 
passages in which the nlÌrac1es are set forth as the 
proper signs of l\Iessiahship. An emphatic example 
is the response of Jesus to the IncßSellgers who came 
from JolIn the Baptist with the question whether He 
was indeed the Christ. The n1Ïracles of Christ, then, 


See 
rark ,'ii. 3-1 j John xi. 41, 42, v. 36, ix. 25, 33, xi\'o 10, xi. 40 ; 
cf. I
uke ix. 43. See also 
\cts ii. 22, cf. Acts x. 38. There is only 
one passage (John x. 11) which could be thought to snggest a differ- 
ent view. But the ðú
a which Christ manifested forth by the mira- 
cle at Cana was the messianic glory, implying, indeed, in the view of 
John, divinity (see John i. 14) ; yet not identically the {j(í
(l fur which 
Christ prays in John xvii. 5. Renee John x. 11 cannot be consid- 
ered as inconsistent with the general tenor of the K ew Testament 
representations on this subject, which is seen in the passages above 
cited, many of which are from John. 
1 John v. 36. 2 John x. 24, 25. 
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are the testimony of God to Ilis supernatural, divine 
mission; and the 111iracles of the apostles have a Sllll- 
liar design and import.! 
Is this end unimportant? Surely, if the Christian 
religion is important, it is essential that. its authorita- 
tive character should be established. \Vhether the 
doctrine is of God, or Christ speaks of himself; 
whether the Gospel is only one nlOre experimcnt in 


I MaHer has attempted, successfully, as we think, to show that 
the miracles of Christ were also intended to be symbolical of His spir- 
itual agency, and of relations in IIis spiritual kingdom. The miracles 
of healing symbolized, and commended to faith, His ability to cure 
the soul of its disorders. The fceding of the multitude set forth the 
possibility, through Him, of accomplishing great things in His canse 
by apparently insignificant means. Ilis resurrection from the dead is 
a standing sJmbol, in the writings of Paul, for the spiritual awaken- 
ing from the death of sin. 
That the miracles of Christ, besides the principal end of ßuthen- 
t:cating his mission, had other collateral motives and ends, is not 
qucstioned. They undoubtedly serve to impress tho mind with the 
fact of the :personalit!/ of God. They are thus an antidote to Pan- 
thei-;tic sentiment, as well as to the Deism which puts God far off. 
They are, also, a natural expression of the compassionate feelings of 
(,hri
t towards all in distress. S,l.Ys Chastcl, in Lis excellent L
tlldC8 
Ilistorifjues, upon the Influence of Charity in the early Church, p. 
30, " O'est pm.ce que Jt811S aimait que, tout en publiant b nouvelle 
dn royaume des Cieux, il guéris,:ait, dit l'historien, les maladies et les 
langueurs du pcuple (Matt. iv. 23, 24). Cette même compa!'!';ion qui 
Ie saisil5"ait a la vue de 13. foule errante et sanA guide platt. ix. 36), 
l'attendl.issait flussi S\11" d'autrcs souffrance9; il 
llait ùe lieu en lien 
f3.isant du Lien et laissant partont des marques de son inépuisable 
flympathie." This is true; Jet there \\a!'l another, which was, also, 
the principal Inoti\'e-the attestation of His messianic mission and 
office. 
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speculation, one lllore effort oÎ erring reason to solve 
the problems of life, is surely a question of capital 
importance. Every sober and practical lnind desires, 
first of all, to know if the Gospel can be depelldea 
upon. The authority and certaz.nty of the Christian 
system are of inestimable value; and these are guarau- 
teed by miracles. 
J lIst at this point we encounter one of the n10st 
popular object.ions to the attestation of a Revelation by 
miracles. A lniracle, it is urged, is an exertion of 
power. But how can a display of power operate to 
convince the reason or quicken the sense of obligation? 
The binding force of a moral precept lies in its intrin. 
sic character. Obedience on any other grounù is 
worthless. Now can a miracle add to the obligation 
to follow that which is right? or create a sense of 
obligation which the law itse]f fails to excite? Is not 
a 111iracle in such a case something heterogeneous, 
impertinent? The objection is equivalent to the 
discarding of the principle of authority in religion 
altogether. We answer, that as far as Christianity is 
preceptive, the force of authority is a distinct 1110tive 
superaùded to the perceived rectitude of the law, and 
is both a legitimate and effective lnotive-as truly as 
parental authority, including the whole influence of a 
parent's will and a parent's love, is a proper influence 
in the heart of a child. As far as Christianity is a 
testimony to truth which the human nund cannot dis- 
cern or cannot to its own full satisfaction prove, cyery- 
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thing depends on having this testimony fully estab- 
lisIlCd. And, in general, there is a fallacy in the sup- 
position that religious truth must be either discerned 
intuitively and ,\lith perfect clearness, or be cast aside 
as of no use. Reason may he educated up to tIle 
understanding and appreciation of what was once 
comparatiyely dark and unmcaning. rrhe out,vard 
reception of that which is c01umended by authority 
lllay be followed by insight. This is that elevation of 
reason to the leyel of revealed truth which Lord Bacon 
dcclares that we are bound to accomplish. 'Ve recog- 
nize the principle of authority whenever we de\-ote 
ourseh-es to the stuùy of a scientific treatise which we 
know to be true, but have not yet 111astered. Every 
boy who cngages in the study of Euclid, does this 
with the prior conviction that his text-book contains 
truth, ùut truth which he can appropriate to himself 
not without strenuous exertion. The Gospel system, 
when attested by miracles, makes an analogous claim 
upon the soul. It calls for obedicnce, consccration ; it 
rewards these with apprehension, insight. 'llhe creden- 
tials which attest it put the mind in the right attituùe 
for inwardly receiving its lofty and inspiring lcssons. 
'''hilc it is the office of the Christian miraelcs to 
verify the supernatural, divine mi
sion of Christ, we 
are far from considering that they arc the exclusive, or 
even the forenlOst, proof of this great truth; or cycn 
that, ùy thcmseln,'s, they are adequate to the produc- 
tion of an inward faith. But of their relation to the 
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other sources of Christian evidence, we shall speak 
Inore fully under another head. 


A recollection of the end for which n1iracles are 
wrought, will expose the fallacy of the current skep- 
tical objection that nliracles would imply a flaw in the 
constitution of I1mterial Nature, which needs to be 
repaired through a special intervention. rrhe need of 
miracles is not founded on the existence of any defect 
in Nature. rrhe system of Nature is good and is 
worthy of God. It is fitted, in itself considered, to 
disclose the attributes of the Creator and to call forth 
feelings of adoration in the human luind. rrhe defect 
is not in Nature. But the l11ind of man is darkened 
so that this primal revelation is obscurely discerned; 
his character, n10reover, is corrupted beyond the power 
of self-recovery, in consequence of his apostasy from 
God. Now, if God shall1nercifully approach with new 
. 
light and new help, why shall I-Ie not verify to 111a11 
the fact of His presence, by supernatural manifestations 
of I-lis power and goodness? In this case, Nature 
is used as au instrument for an ulterior lllOral end. 
The n1Ïracle is not to remedy an imperfection in N a- 
ture, but is, like the Revelation which it serres to 
attest, a product of the condescension of God. lIe 
condescends to address evidence to the senses, or to the 
understanding through the senses, in order to open a 
way for the conveyance of the highest spiritual blessing 
to n1ankind. 
Iaterial Nature, be it remembered, 
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does not il1clude the end of its existence in itself. It 
is a subordinate member of a vaster s)stem, and has 
only an instrumental yalue. 
Of a piece with the objection just noticed, is the 
vague representation tlJat something sacred is violated 
by a miracle. II ume sty led a miracle a Ü{lIJsf/rcsslolI 
of natural law-skilfully availing himself of a word 
which usually denotes the infringement of a lllOl'alJaw, 
and so carries with it an association of guilt.! Several 
recent writers have more directly propounded a like 
notion. Such views may be pertinent under a scheme 
of sentimental Pantheism where Nature is deifieù. 
Only he who holds, with Spinoza, that K atnre is God, 
can deem a llliracle rcpugnant to the attrihutes' of God. 
'Yhen the attempt is lnaùe to connect such notions 
with any higher theory of the universe, they deserve 
no respect, but rather contempt. .As if it were derog- 
atory to the Di\ ine Being to saye a InulHHl life by 
any other than physical agencies. even whcn the prin- 
cipal end to he attained is the ,'crificatioll of a heavcn- 
given remcdy for the soul and for the disorders which 
sin has brought into it ! 


TilE HELATIO
 OF MIRACLES TO TIlE l\[OR.\L l)IWOrS OF 


CIIlUSTIA
ITY . 


rrhe question has often been discnssc(} whcthcr the 

trongest proof of the divine origin of Christianity is 
found in its doctrine or its miracles. Somc have gone 


J IIumc'
 Essoys, V 01. II. Ap{I('nùi"'{, K. 
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so far as to say that the doctrine proves the miracles, 
not the miracles the doctrine. rl'he truth on the subject 
has been 111 ore properly set forth in the aphoris111 of 
Pascal: "Doctrines mnst be judged by llliracles; 
miracles must be judged by doctrines." 
It is plain that a doctrine which the un perverted 
conscience pronounces iUlllloral or inconsistent with 
thc pcrfections of God, cannot be received on the 
ground of alleged or supposed 11liraclcs attending it. 
T'his principle is declared in the Bible itself, in a mem- 
orable injunction given to the Israelites. l 'Ve must 
conclude, to be sure, that all wonders which the 
teacher _ of such doctrine performs, are "lying won- 
deI's;" that they are either the product of jugglery or 
are wrought by supernatural evil beings whose force 
surpasses that of 111en, and who are, therefore, ahle to 
countcrfcit the works of Divine power. 
In accordance with the tendency of thiS' principle, 
is the reply of Jesus to the charge that his llliraclcð 
were wrought by the power of Satan. fIe does not 
deny that works, surpassing the power of men, lllay 
be done through the aiel of devils; but he responds to 
the charge by a lnoral consideration. An evil being 
would not work against himself and exert power against 
his own 111inions. 
So lnuch is clear, thcn, that a doctrine lnust be 
negatively unobjectionable on the scorc of morality or 
of 1110ral tendency, in order to challenge our faith, 


I 


1 Deuteronomy xiii. 1-4-. 
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whatever wonderful works may attend the annunciation 
of it. 
But a still more positi\"e find in1portant place be- 
longs to doctrine in the evidcnce for the divine origin 
of Christianit.y. rrhe foregoing discussion has cvinced 
that in order to prove miracles, the anterior presump- 
tion adverse to their occurrence Blust be set aside. 
The necessity of Revelation and of a method of sal\'a- 
tion which nlan is unable to originaté, lmrtially prc- 
pares the mind to expect Iniracles. But the contents 
of the professcd Revelation arc of not less nlon:ent in 
their heariug on this anterior e"Xpcctation. 'The more 
, 
excellcnt the doctrine, the nlore it seems to snrpass the 
capacity of the unaided lnunan faclùties, the mere it 
appears adapted to the necessities of our nature, in 
fine, the more worthy it is to IUlye God for its author, 
so mnch the more crcdibility is given to the miracJes 
which, it is claimed, have accompanied it. The doc- 
trine and thc llliracles are two lllutnally supporting 
spécies of eviùence. rrhe l110rc the mind is struck 
with the diyine c"Xccllence of the doctrinc, the l110rc 
lil\.ely docs it seem tbat this doctrine should he attend- 
ed with n1Ïracles. If the doctrine is nohle and worthy 
and sufficient, we naturally look for miracles, and ouly 
require that they shaH bc recommcnded to helicf by 
faithful tcstimony. 
In thcse remarks we have compared the doctriJle 
with the miracles, as sourccs of proof. 
1hc moral 
proofs of Christianity, howen'l', compreheJ)(I much 
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more than what is understood by Christian doctrine. 
As affecting the presumption relative to the occurrence 
of miracles, \ye nlust take into view the character of 
.J estiS, the entire spirit and plan of his lifc, all the 
circumstances connected with the planting of Christian- 
ity in the world. It is unwarranted and unwise to 
isolate one clcment of Christianity, as the miracles, or 
th
 doctrine, frOln the other elements \yhich are con- 
nected with it, 
md fonn, as it were, one vital whole. 
Christ and Christianity, as they are presented in the 
New rrestament Scriptures, stand out as one complex 
phenOlnenon, which we are called UpOI1 to explain. 
N othil1g can be appreciated by itself, but evcrything 
HUlst be looked at in its organic relation. The moral 
evidence of the supernatural origin of Chnstianity in- 
cludes the teaching of Christ and the Christian system 
of doctrine, but it mnbraces 11lueh nlOre-mnch that 
is inseparably associated with the doctrine. 
Farther still, we are required to consider Christian- 
ity in the light of a ll1Ïghty historic mOVelllent, begin- 
ning in the remote past, extending in a continuous 
progress through luany ages, culminating in the advent 
and life of Christ, and in the establishment of his 
Church, but flowing onward in its effects, through an 
eyer-widening channc1, down to the present day. "\Ve 
hare to coutemplate the striking peculiarity of this 
great historic 111Ovement, which clnbraccs the unfold- 
ing, through successive stages, or epochs, of a religion 
distinct ill its spirit as well as in its renovating power 
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from all othcr religions known among Inen. And we 
have to connect with this view a survcy of its subse- 
quent diffusion and leavening influence in human so- 
ciety. Comparing this religion with the nati\Te charac. 
teristics of the people among whom it appeared, and 
from whose hands the priceless treasure was at length 
delivered to mankind, we are to ask onrselves if this 
religion, so pure and salutary, so enduring and influen- 
tial, so strong as to survive temporary eclipse and 
withstand through a lOllg succession of ages, before the 
futI light appeared, an adversary as powcrful as human 
barbarislll and corruption, can be the product of n1an' 8 
invention. Aud whatever reason there is for rcjecting 
this supposition as irrational, is so much argnment for 
the Christian miracles. 
It dcscrves remark that miracles appear especially 
at. the signal epochs in the progress of the gradually 
developing system of religion. 1'his circumstance has 
been pointed out by Christian apologists. l In COllllec- 
tion \\ ith l\Ioses, who lnarks an era in the communica- 
tion of the true religion; then, after a long interval, in 
{'onnection with the prophets, \vho introduce an era 
not less peculiar and momentous, and then, after a 
long suspcnsion of nlÌraculous manifestation, in COll- 
junction with the final and crowning epoch of Reyc1a- 
tion, with the ministry of Christ awl the founding of 
the Church, the supernatural is seen to break into the 
rour8e of history. There is an impres
ive analogy be- 


1 See Dr. A. P. Peabod
'8 Christianity, tie Rdigio71 of ...\í.itllTe. 
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tween the spiritual creation or renewal of humanity, 
and the physical creation, where successive eras are 
inaugurated by the exertion of supernatural agency in 
the introd nction of new species, and after each epoch 
history is remanded, as it were, to its natural course 
in pursuance of an established order. 1\Iiracle would 
seem to be the natural expression and verification of 
an opening era in the spiritual enlightenment of man- 
kind, ,vhen new forces are introduced by the great 
Author of light and life, and a new development 
sets in. 
In this place lllay be noticed a criticism which is 
frequently heard, in these days, from the side of disbe- 
lief. !\lil'acles, it is said, are put forward as the 
evidences of Revelation, but n1Ïracles are the very 
thing which require to be proved. "
Iiracles," it is 
trimnphantlyasserted, "instead of affording satisfactory 
proof of anything, are now usually found in the dock 
instead of the witness-box of the court of criticism." 1 
To this we reply, that when the testirnony of a witnes
 
is such as to conclude the case, and that witness is 
impeached, of course the main effort is turned in the 
direction of establishing his credibility. 'Yhen a mcs- 
senger brings a communication of a momentous nature, 
the clmracter of his credentials becomes a question 
of vast consequence and draws to itself a proportionate 
degree of attention. Are these credentials genuinc, 
the contents of his message will command respect.. 


1 Mackay, The Tü Ml1gen School, &c., p. 56. 
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Are the credentials fabricated, his message is devoid 
of authority. To scrutinize the credentials and, in 
case they are worthy of credit, to remove the doubts 
of the skeptical, is thus a n1attcr of prime importance. 
But tllC fallacy of the objection implied in the quota- 
tion above, does not rest on this consiùeration alone. 
If miracles attest the Christian Revelation, they are 
also a part-one side-of that Revelation itself. They 
are cOllstitutive of Revelation, so that in proving them 
we ure establishing not so much a collateral circum- 
stance as a part of the main fact. rrhey are onc cle- 
1uent in the imlnediate manifestation of God. The 
doctrine is divine, but the works also are divine. 
The presul11ption in favor of the miracles, that is 
created by the excellence and credibility of the doctrine, 
does not supersede the need of lniraclcs, nor docs it 
supersede the need of faithful testimony to their occur- 
rence. lIe has a poor understanding of logic who 
does not know that two SOluces of evidence may lend 
to each other a mutual support. ,!'he excellencc of the 
doctrine sustains the testimony to the ll1Îracles; the 
proof of the miracles cstahlishe
 the ùivinity of the 
doctrine. 


It is sometimes urged that if miracles are necessary 
in the original conl111mIÏcation of Christianity, they are 
not less to he expected in the propagation of it. 
\.nd 
thc question is asked why we rcfwR\ to give credit to 
reports of more Inodel'n Iniraclcs, or why such l1liracL'
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are not wrought now in conjunction ,vith missIonary 
labor? We do not consider the supposition that 
miracles have been wrought since the Dpostolic age to 
be so absurd as many seeln to regard it. So thorough 
a historical critic as N euncler hesitates to disbelieye the 
testimony to the miracles said to be performed by 
that devout and holy preacher, 81. Rernard, and so 
great a l11an as Edmund Burke tnkes the Saine ground 
in respect to the miracles attributed to early Saxon 
Illissionaries in Britain. But there is generally a defect 
in the character of the testimony, in the hahits of 
careful observation, or of trustworthy reporting, which, 
apart froll1 other considerations, prevents us from 
giving credit to the Catholic 111iracles. It is remark- 
able that SOlne of the 1110st elnil1ent 111ec1iaeyallnission- 
arics disclaimed the power of performing miracles. 
This is true of Ansgar, the famous npostle of the North 
of Europe, and of Boniface, the still more celebrated 
apostle of Germany. They were ready to give cre- 
dence to the pretensions of others, hut for themselves 
professed to be endued with no supernatural powers. 
Besides this, however, there is another consideration 
of almost decisive weight. The origination of Chris- 
tianity, a method of salvation, is beyond human power; 
not so the propagation of the religion which is once 
communicated. 
V e agree that the general method of 
the Divine government is that of leaving men to dis- 
cover for themselves what the unaided human faculties 
are COIl1petent to find out. The laws of astronomy, 
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the physical structure and history of the globe, with 
all the sciences and arts which belong to ci\ ilization, 
it is lcft fm' human investigation, in the slow toil of 
centuries, to develop. But the true knowledge of God 
was practically inaccessible; salvation was something 
which fallen Illan could not achieve of himself. It 
accords, therefore, with the method of God to lcave the 
diff1l8ion of the blessings of Christíanity, when they 
are once communicated, to the agency of n1en, with- 
holding miraculous (though not snpernatural) assistance 
to thcir endeavors. 1 It is plain that in the Di\-ine ad- 
n1Ìnistration there is what has been callcd an economy, 
or sparing use, of miracle. The Saviour's whole man- 
ner of 
peaking on the subjcct, as well as the course 
which he pursued, appears to indicate that llliracles 
are an accommodation to human weakness, and are 
grantcd in response to an unwontcd exigency. Com- 
paring ourselves, or any heathen nation, with the age 
contemporary "ith Christ, \'e find ourselves in posses- 
sioH of ,other proofs derived 'from the operation of 
Christianity in the world, which llHìY well stand in the 
room of any ocular \ demonstration of its heavenly 
ongm. 


1 TI
at supernatural agcncy of God wJiÏch is not manifcstly super- 
natural, ùut which is so connected with the operation of natural 
causes that its prcsence is not palpablc, we do not style miracu- 
lous. To this supcrn:Ünral, but not miraculous, agency, belongs the 
Rcgeneration find Sanctitit'ation of the soul. rroyidential answers 
to prayer may fall under the same IH
ad-to praycr, fur instance, for 
the restoration of the sick. 
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The foregoing remarks will prepare the reader for 
the obsenation that miracles are an inferior species of 
proof, cOlnpared with the moral evidence of the divine 
origin of Christianity, and, independently of the im- 
pression Jaacle by this last kind üf evidence, must 
fail to conT
Tince. Such is undeniably the rank assigned 
to llliracles by the Saviour himself. Apart from 
111iracles, there was proof of his divine mission, as he 
considered, which ought to satisfy the u1Íncl. But if 
this proof left the Inind still skeptical, he pointed to 
the nliracles. "Believe nle that I aIl1 in the Father, 
and the Father in me; or else believe mc for the ,.ery 
works' sake." 1 .A weak faith, an inchoate faith, miracles 
might confinll. "
here there was a receptive temper, 
some degree of spiritual susceptibility, miracles were a 
PI'ovocative and aid of faith. But where there was an 
entire insensibility to the nloral side of the gospel, or 
an absence of any such craving for the truth as gave 
it a degree of self-evidencing power, the Saviour 
refused to work lniracles. l\Iiraeles have for such 
minds no conyincing efficacy, r.rhey would be referred 
either to occult natural causes or to ùiabolical agency. 
l\Iiracles could develop and reinforce the faith which 
1noral evidence had partially awakened. They cOlùd 
not create that faith outright. rrhey could not serve as 
a substitute for the proofs which touch directly the 
reason and conscience. r.rhey could not kindle spiritual 
life unùer the ribs of death. They were an appeal to 


1 John xiv. 11. 
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the senses, symbolizing the spiritual operation of the 
gospel, and subordinately aiding the confidence of the 
darkened soul in the divine reality of the gospel. All 
the teaching of Christ concerning the place and use of 
his miracles, and concerning the comparative value and 
dignity of the proof from miracles and fronl the moral 
evidence of his divine Inission, corroborates the doc- 
trine we have laid down, that the former are subsidiary 
and secondary, and are due to the condescension of 
God, who affords an extraordinary prop, and one we 
have properly no right to delnand, to that hesitating, 
incomplete faith which has been excited by the superior 
appeals flowing directly frmll the Christian system itself 
and the character of its Author. 
It was the tendency of the school of Paley to give 
the greatest pron1Ínence in the E\'idences of Revcla- 
tion, to the miracles. The internal argumcnt ill theIr 
hands often received less than justice. Belief was 
sought to be produced by the constraining illfluence 
of authority through the medium of supcrnatural 
interposition. In that react:on against this school, of 
which Colcridge more than 
my other individual was 
the cfficient promoter, the position of the two sources 
. of proof was reversed. It hecame common tu speak of 
the evidence frOln miracles in disparaging terms, as if 
it was deserving of 110 respect. This tcndency of 
course found support from 
uch as rcjectcd the super- 
natural altogether frOlTI any concern in the origin of 
Christianity. In some quite rccent writcrs, the pcn- 
33 
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dulun1 oscillates again to the former place. rrhe 
sound view, in our judglllent, lies between the two 
extrelnes, and this view has the sanction of the Saviour 
himself. 



ESSAY XII. 


TilE CREDIBILITY OF TIlE TESTBfO
Y OF JESUS CON- 
CER
I
G II BrSELF. 


PHARISEES on a certain occasion taunted Jesus with 
pretending to be a witness to his own claims. A record 
which he bore of himself, they said, deserved no credit, 
on the accepted principle that a l11an cannot be wit- 
ness in his own case. lIe replied that his testimony, 
although it related to himself and his own pretensions, 
was nevertheless true and credible. To be sure, there 
was, besides, an objective proof nllswcring to the sub- 
jective witness of his own consciousness, and verifying 
that witness to others, if not to himself. There was, 
namely, the testÜnony which God gaye through the 
works which Jesus wrouglA; works which Inan wit.h- 
out God could not have done. Yet his own testimony, 
the testimony of his own consciousness, his inward con- 
viction or intuition relative to his mission, anù to the 
office that belonged to him among men, he justly held 
to be of itself, under the circumstances, a yalid proof.) 


] J o11n \ iii. 14 : "Though I bare record of myself, )'et my record 
is true." Only in verbal opposition to this afih'mntion is John v. 31. 
U The r,:eeming contradiction between the present decJnrntion and the 
former conression of Jesus is explained, if \\ e suppose thut ho there 
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To develop and support this proposition is the pur- 
pose of the present Essay. 
In respect to the contents, or l)roper interpretation, 
of the testimony of Jesus regarding himself, there is, 
of course, some difference of opinion. But the points, 
to which we now draw attention, certainly formed a 
part of it, as all sober criticislll lnust allow. In the 
first place, Jesus claimed to act in virtue of a special 
divine cOilllnission. He had been sent into the world 
in a sense altogether peculiar, and for the discharge 
of a mission which was of strictly supernatural origin. 
This was the primary, the generic, the often-repeated, 
claim of Jesus, which it were idle to attempt to fritter 
away or to resolve into a figure. lIe was preëminently, 
and by supernatural appointnlent, the l\lessenger of 
God in this world. In the second place, he affinl1ed 
of himself a lofty and peculiar relationship to God. 
vVe need not here say all that we believe upon this 
})oint. It is sufficient for our present argument to 
notice his claÏ1n to a knowl
dge of that invisible Being, 


thought proper to follow the common human rule, and to adduce the 
testimony of others in his belullf; whilst here, on the contrary, be 
proceeds in conformity with the higher principle that the Dh.inc can 
only be testified to and proved by itself. Besides, there is in the 
thing itself no contradiction. His self-testimony, resting upon the 
consciousness of his divine mission, corresponds in n sense to the 
testimony of his works (John v. 36), inasmuch as these always pre- 
suppose such a consciousness." (De W ette on John viii. 13). See, 
also, Meyer (on John v. 31), where Euthymius is quoted to the effect 
that in this passage Jesus is merely anticipating the objection of the 
Jews-not uttering his own sentiment. 
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which in kind and degree surpasses that possessed by 
all other men, and to a spiritual union with Him as 
intimate as language is capable of expressing. lIe 
professes to stand in this exalted, mysterious fellowship 
with God; to be a partaker of divine prerogatives; 
and, after departing fronl the world, to sit on the 
throne of universal dominion. In the third place, he 
a
sumes towards Inen an office the 11108t elevated w11Ïch 
Ünagination can conceive. lIe clainls to be the n10ral 
Guide and Deliverer of Inankind. lIe does not hesi- 
tate to style hÏ1nself, in this relation, the Light, or the 
Illuminator of the world; taking the same place in the 
kingdOlll of souls that belongs to the Sun in the mate- 
rial system. In the exertion of the office con1mitted 
to him, he forgives sin. 
'his awful prerogative, which 
it were impious for a lllOrtal to take upon himself, lIe 
does not hesitate to exercise. lIe invites the world of 
IIlen, in their conscious infirmity and guilt, to reðt 
upon him. lIe undertakes to procure for theIll reCOll- 
ciliation with God. lIe bids them pray with confi- 
dcnce, in his nalllC. lIe promises, even, to work within 
thcm moral purification through potent agencies of 
which he is the priu1e Illover. In short, he assumes 
to be the Deliverer of the souls of luen from their 
boudage to sin anù e\:posure to retribution. IIow 
cÅaltcd, how unpardlleled tbe claÏ1n! And to crown 
all, judgmcnt over the racc is lodged in his hands. lIe 
is the arbitcr of destinies. "Refore him shaH be 
gathcred all nations." 
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In this sketch of the extraordinary claims of Jesus, 
we lmve exaggerated nothing, but rather have pur- 
posely stopped short of their full lnagnitude. They 
are all included within his consciousness. That is to 
say, his conscious relation to God involved all this. 
"I kJlow," he said, "whence I come, and whither I 
go." Back of all these claims was a full, inward per- 
suasion or intuition of their reality. 
N ow the question is, 'Vas this consciousness of 
Christ veracious or deceptive? Did it represent the 
reality, or was it the fabric of enthusiasn1? Plainly 
such is the alternative to which we are brought. 
It is understood tllat we leave out of s
ght for the 
present, the miracles-the objective verification of 
the consciousness and the claims of Christ. Is 
this consciousness-for so we may be allowed to 
style the intuitive conviction to which we refer-of 
itself, in the case before us, trustworthy? Or, have 
we in these claims an instance of unexan1pled self- 
del usion ? 
'Ve proceed to offer reasons why this last hypo- 
thesis cannot ration-ally be entertained. 
One very relnarkable feature of the Gospel history, 
which has an important bearing on the present in- 
quiry, we 1l1USt notice at the outset. The peculiar 
claim of Jesus was 11lOSt deliber
tely luade, and was 
made persistently in the face of all the opposition 
and scrutiny which it underwent. l\Ioreover, the 
utmost stress was laid upon it by Jesus himself. It 
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callnot be said that he was not distinctly a ware of 
the momentous import of the claim which he put forth. 
rrhis he understood in all its length and breadth. 
It is plain that he had a calm, yet full and vivid, 
appreciation of its nature. Had he needed any spur 
to reflection, this would have been furnished by the 
unbelieving and iniu1ical attitude of almost all around 
him. N ever were pretensions more constantly and inge- 
niously challenged. Think how assured his o\\n spirit 
n1l1st have been, to pass through this life-long ordeal 
without sharing, in the faintest degree, the misgivings 
and distrust of the surrounding world! Among the 
rulers and leaders of the nation, a1110ng his own kin- 
dred, on every side, there was pitying or scornful dis- 
belief. Yet he did not doubt himself! l\Iol'eover- 
and this is a point of especial significance-he made 
this belief in him the cardinal requirClllent, the turning- 
point, and test. IIis extraordinary claims anù asser
 
tions respecting himself and his lllÏssion arc not left 
in the. background. On the contrary, they stand out 
in bold relief. Confidence in them is the one great 
demand, the first and fundamental duty which, in the 
preaching of his religion, men are calleel upon to per- 
form. II ow llluch do we read about belief and unhe- 
li
f on the pages of the New Testament! 1'hc samc 
question was agitated then, even ill the vcry presence 
of Christ, that is discussed 110W. 'Vas he, or was he 
not, worthy of belief? 'Vas he, indeed, scnt from 
nod, or did he speak of himself? 
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K ow it is adapted, we cannot. but feel, to make a 
strong impression on every thoughtful mind, to reflect 
that this question of believing or disbelieving in him 
was clothed, in tlle estimation of Christ himself, with 
all the importance that justly attaches to it. However 
vast his claim, he knew and felt how vast it was. 
Not only did he stake his aU, and sacrifice all, in the 
maintenance of it, but he concentrated, so to spcak, 
his whole' systen1 in it, by lunking the ftùl assent to 
this clailu the one foremost and esscntial requirement. 
H This is the work of God, that ye believe on him 
WhOlll lIe hath sent." He examined his disciples as 
to the view which they took of 11Ïs person and office. 
""Vho think ye that I am? was his question to them. 
He was acquainted with tbe various theories concern- 
ing him that were entertained by his contemporaries. 
Wl:en there was everything to excite self-questioning, 
the consciousness of his divine lllission was not in the 
least disturbed. Through all denial of him, under the 
frown of men in power as well as the :fierce Qutcries 
of the fanatical n10b, in view of his apparently unsuc- 
cessful career, even amidst the terrors of death, the 
consciousness of his divine mission remains a deep, 
imluovable conviction. It was a conviction which 
reflection - self-knowledge - had no tcndency to 
weaken. 


Self-dcccption, in a n1atter like this, is incompatible 
with the transcendent holiness and goodness of Christ. 
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It would argue such a degree of self-ignorance and 
self-exflggeration us could spring only frOln a deep 
moral pervcrsion. 
'V c shall not enter into an elaborate argument to 
prove thc spotless character of Christ. It is enough 
to convince us of his sinless purity, that while his 
nloral discermllcnt was so penctrating and sure, and 
his ideal of character absolutely faultless, and his 
dealing with others llwrked by a nloral fidelity so 
searching, he had yet no consciousness of sin. 'Vhcn 
the temptcr camc he found nothing in hÍln-no province 
in his heart, no strip of territory, which he could call 
his own. The teaching of CIll'ist presents thc purest 
dcscription of rectitudc and holiness. E\'cry luan 
finds in it practical rebukes of sin-of his own sin- 
which are more pointed and awful than he can find 
cIse\"hcre. His prcccpts are thc cmbodiment and ex- 
pression of a pure conscience. Yet tIle fccling of self- 
reproach never entercd the heart of Jesus. It is im- 
possible to account for this, except on the supposition 
that hc was absolutely free from sin. 'Vithout dwcIl- 
iug on the excellcncc of Christ, on that hlending of 
picty and philanthropy, that union of the actire virtucs 
with the passive graccs of character, that cxquisitc 
combination and harmony of virtues, we may still 
filh.crt to one or two spccial features in which his per- 
fcction shines out. :\Icn who rise far abovc the 
common levcl of charactcr arc stiIl frcqucntly open to 
tcmptation from two sources, ambition and friendship. 
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In each of these particulars, Jesus affords an example 
of stainless virtue. rrhe love of power and worldly 
advancemcnt was kept far away from his heart. lIe 
was proof against self-sceking in this enticing form of 
personal Dspiration. Even n10re difficult is it to resist 
subtle tem,ptations to yield something of truth or duty 
for the sakc of friendship. But Jesus, though patient 
and tcnder to\yards all the cITing, is unsparingly faith- 
ful in dealing with his 1l1Ost .intimate disciples. rrhcre 
is no exception, no tacit indulgence, no accommodation 
of the moral standard, out of favor to them. rrhe 
forClnost of them, when he would suggest to Jesus a 
departure from the bard path of self-sacrifice, is sternly 
rebuked under the name of Advcrsary and rrempter. 1 
Even their resentmcnt at injuries offered to him brings 
npon theIll his disapprobation. 2 J-Ie tolerates in the 
best loved, and in the seclusion of private intercourse, 
no temper of feeling which is repugnant to the prin- 
ciple of goodness. 3 
N ow we aver tl1at the holy character of Christ pre- 
cludes the possibility of a 111Onstrous self-delusion such 


1 :Matt. xvi. 23. !l Luke ix. 55. 
3 Among 1he delincations of the cllaracter of Jesus, the pregnant 
aphorisms of Pascal in the Pensécs havc, perhaps, nevcr been sur- 
passed. "Lllmann's little work on The Sinlcssncss of ClI'J'Ïst (much 
enlarged and improved in the later editions) is convincing and im- 
pressive. TIle Clz'J'ist if History, by John Young, a Srotti::;h writer, 
is a forcible argument on the same general subject. As:m extended 
portraiture of the excellence of Christ, the chapters in Horace Bush- 
nell's Nature and the S'llpe'J'natural, on" the Character of Jesus," 
besides their eloquence, are full of instructive suggestion. 
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as must be attributed to him in case his claims are 
discredited. 1.'he soul is not so made as to fall a 
victim to this enormous self-deception, whilst the moral 
part is sound and pure. rrhe principle that if the eye 
he single the whole body is full of light, is applicable 
here. There is a shield for the judgment in thorough 
moral uprightness. God has not nIade the intelligence 
of man to mislead him so fearfully, provided he abides 
in his integrity. The mind is a witness to the truth, 
and was made for that end. To assunle that the in- 
most consciousness ofoa holy, nnfallen soul, in the full 
comlllunion of God, is no criterion of truth, would be 
almost equivalent to supposing that the world is made 
and governed by an evil being. 'Ve found the 
credibility of the consciousness of Christ on his perfect 
goodness. 
rrhis conclusion is fortified when we consider, in 
l>artieular, the humility of J csus. Notwithstanding the 
extraordinary dignity to which he lays' claim, humility 
nlarks his whole demeanor. lIe is careful to keep 
within the hounds of his calling; for himself, regarded 
apart from the relationship he sustains to God and 
from his office, he exacts nothing; frOll1 every symptom 
of an clated n1Ïnd, from every feeling of self-glorifica- 
tion, he is utterly excmpt; ,vhile, in his intercourse 
with his fdlow-lllcn of every rank, there appears a 
winning lowliness of heart. This mi),.ture of humility 
with so lofty claims-elemcnts secmingly incongruous, 
yet in the evangelical portraiture of .T esns so naturally 
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uniting-makes his character altogether unique. As- 
serting for himself a station so exalted, he is yet the 
impersonation of self-renouncing regard for others. 
1'he singular humility of Christ, emanating, as it does, 
from the very core of his character, renders it well-nigh 
inconceivable that he could have been bewildered and 
blinded by a self-exalting delusion respecting his rank 
in the universe and 11Ïs authority among men. Such 
an impression, if it be false, n1ust have its roots in an 
immoderate self-estimation. Nothing short of a n10st 
inordinate self-love could breed a persuasion of this 
nature, if thcre was in truth no foundation for it. But 
if this occult misleading principle had been operative, 
other and offensive luanifestations of it would have 
appeared. On the contrary, a rare humility before 
God and Inen is one of the striking characteristics of 
Jesus. It would SeelTI as if he were desirous of requir- 
ing for himself the least that he could require in COll- 
sistency ,vith truth. And even this he requires, not 
frolll any personal love of honor or power, but rather 
in the interest of truth, and as compelled in the faith- 
ful performance of the work which it was given hinl to 
do. lIad he been a lover of power, conspiruity, au- 
thorit.y, rule, we might possibly account for the rise in 
his SOlÙ of a delusive sense of personal importance. 
But. in one who was actuated by motives ,vholly antag- 
onistic, in whose eyes the doing of the humblest act 
of 10\'e \vas nobler than to wear a coronet, in hiu1 who 
was" Ineek and of a lowly heart," the existence of a 
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self-magnifying illusion of this nature is psychologically 
insoluble. 


K 0 case analogous to that of the founder of Chris- 
tianity can be cited fronl the abundant records of reli- 
gious enthusiasn1. It is true that 111ultiplied e"Xarnplcs 
of such enthusiasm exist in the past. There have been 
profes3ed prophets and founders of religions, who have 
believcd in their own pretensions, which were yet the 
offspring of a morbid imagination. But none of these, 
in respect to character and to surrounding circum- 
stances, resembles Christ, or helps us to e,plain his 
consciousness. There is this radical difference, that 
none of these have been exempt from the corrupting 
operation of sin. The effect of that deranging, disturb- 
ing force, has been experienced not only in the char- 
acter, its immediate seat, but also in the intelligence. 
Because they who are groping in the dark lose their 
path, it follows not that such will be the lot of him who 
walks in the day. Point us to the prophet or saint who 
can claim the unclouded vision which is the attribute of 
the unfallel1 soul, and we admit the parallel. But let 
lIS glallce at some of these leaùers whose names are 
sometimes flippantly coupled with the name of Jesus. 
Confucins cannot be placed in the category of reli- 
gious teachcrs pretending to a divine missioll. lIe was 
simply a teacher of lllOral and political aÅioms; enti- 
tled to credit, indeed, for certain commendable features 
in his ethical doctrine, but disclaiming any special 
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knowledge of the invisible world. lIe laid claÎ1l1 to no 
higher character than that of a sage, drawing from no 
other fountain than human wisdom. Buddha was 
likewise a moral reformer, a true philanthropist, 
the propounder of humane ethical precepts. r.l'hough 
subsequently invested by his follo-wers with a halo of 
supernatural glory, it is not ascertained that this monk 
and mystic hilnself claimed to be the organ of a divine 
revelation. I-lis \vork, as far as it was religious, was 
chiefly negative, consisting in the deliverance of his 
followers from the slavish superstition of the brahmin- 
ical system, by denying the reality of the objects of 
their previous worship. The speculative part of his 
systel11 was his own discovery, and was atheistic. Of 
Zoroaster too little is known to enable us to judge 
intelligently of his mental characteristics. If he 
claimed to have received communications from heaven, 
we know too little of his history to determine the shape 
and extent of this pretension. How far he was really 
infected with a mystic enthusiasm, and how far the 
supernatural clements in the traditional accounts of his 
career have sprung fr0111 the fancy of later generations, 
we are 110t in a situation to decide. l Skeptics have 
sometimes endeavored to draw a parallel between 


J A tolerably fun, and doubtless in the main nuthentic, account 
of Zoroaster and Buddha, and of the wide-spread religious systellls 
called respectiveJy by their names, may be found in Duncker's 
GesckicMe des Alterthums (V 01. 1.), a work which offers a consecutive 
and readalle, as well 
s learned, exhibition of the results of modern 
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Apollonius of Tyana and the author of the Gospel. 
But the earliest life of Apolloniu
, the work of Philos- 
tratus, was not written until a hundred years after he 
lived, and the resemblance of his pretended miracles 
to the miracles of the Gospel is probably, for the most 
part, a designed parody of the Saviour's history. Of 
Apollonius we know little nlore than that he was one of 
the more famous of the roving magicians and dealers in 
the preternatural, who, in that epoch of spiritual dis- 
traction, found a ready hearing in the Roman world. 
rrhe appeal to 
Iohammed, as a notable example 
of sincere but unfounded confidence in one's own 
<livine nlÍssion, has been urgcd with more frequency 
and persistency. Ilappily the investigations which have 
been made into the history of the Arabian prophet, 
have furnished the explanation of his remarka1le self- 
delusion. rfhis solution is found in a great degree in. 
his peculiarly nlOrbid physical constitution. Subject 
from his youth to a form of epilepsy, and combining 
with this nervous infirmity a mystic fervor of religious 
aspiration, he conceived the impression that the extraor- 
dinary states of body and SOlÙ into which he occasion- 
ally fell, were due to the action of celestial being:;;, and 
at length came to consider himself the organ of a 
divine re\-clation. lIis zeal for a rigorous monotheiðlll 
inflamed the fanaticism of his fiery temperament, and 
finally impelled him to missions of eonqucst; though 


inve:"tigation in the department of oriental histo."J'. It is understood 
that the more recent researches into the Zoroastrian 
) stC'm :yicId 
important fl"uit. 
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it seems to be admitted that after his establishment at 
l\iedina, and with his advancing success, he lost llluch 
of the comparative sincerity and singleness of his 
motives. A large alloy of base aInbition became min- 
gled up with the enthusiasm of the zealot. In the case 
of l\Iohammed, there were present all the n1aterials 
which are needful for the composition of an enthusiast. 
His hot blood, his morbid temperament, his inward 
yearnings and conflicts, the seasons of hallucination 
through which he passed, his solitary yigils and self- 
1110rtification, are sufficient to explain the origin of the 
de]usion which gained possession of his mind. l 


1 The best biography of Mohammed is the late work of Dr. 
Sprenger, who has had the command of wiùer materials than were 
before accessible. lIe describes with mueh fulness the maladies to 
which Mohammed was subject. In the portions of this copious work 
which we have read, the author makes the impression of great 
.knowledge on the subject, but of small literary skill, with a tenùency 
to prolixness. The English biography of Mohammed, in best repute, 
is the recent work of 
r. Muir. In one (If his articles in the Calcutta 
Redew (which are incorporated into his subsequC'nt work), Muir 
discusses "the Belief of Mohammed in his own Inspiration." lIe 
traces with plausibility the psychological origin of this belief. 
" How f
1.r," says Muir, "the two ideas of a Resolution subjectively 
formed, and involving a sp:mtaneous course of action, and of a 
Divine Inspiration objectively imparted and independent of his own 
will, were at first simultaneously present, and in what respe('tive 
degrees, it is difficult to conjecture. But it is certain that the con- 
ception of a didne commission soon took entire and undivided pos- 
session of his soul; and, colored though it often was by the motions 
und inducements of the day, or mingled with apparently incongruous 
desires, retained a paramount influence until the hour of his death.:' 
(P. 320.) Of Mohammed at :Medina, Muir says (p. 330) : "Ambition, 
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But there were men, we are sometimes told, in the 
ancient world, of another make and of a different order 
of mind from this, who were yet believed by themselves 
to be charged with a divine mission. Pythagoras was 
one. Unfortunately, the earliest extant biographers of 
Pythagoras, Porphyry and his pupil, Jamblichus, did 
not write until seven or eight hundred years after the 
philosopher whom they comlllemorate, flourished; and 
the best of the biographers whom they cite date no 
further back than aùout two centuries after their mas- 
ter's death. In the absence of contemporary witnesses, 
the knowledge we possess both of the mental and 
moral character, and the pretensions, of Pythagoras, 
is scanty and, to a considerable extent, inferential. It 
would be nothing strange if a n1an like him, at that 
time, imagined that natural gifts of knowledge were 
imparted to him by a special inspiration of the ùiYinity. 
It is difficult to see how anything can be gathered un- 
favorable to the claims of Christ, frOlll the example of 
a heathen mystic so indistinctly known, and standing, 
withal, at the dawning period of scientific thought. 
There is, however, one man of antiquity, who, in 
some oHlCr respects, has not unfrcquently been set in 
comparison with Jesus, and the conjullction of whose 
nalllC with that of Christ may give a less shock to 
reverential feeling. Yet, in the points in which tJll' 


rapinc, nss
ssination, lust, are undenied features of his later life, 
openly sanctioned by an nssumed permission, 01. even command, from 
the f.lost Iligh I ,t 
34 
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position of Socrates is nlore usually compared with 
that of Christ, Socrates is better likened to the fore- 
runner of Christ; as, indeed, he was styled by the 
Platonist of Florence, ßlarsilius Ficinus, the John the 
Baptist of the ancient world. The Socratic philosophy 
prepared many noble ulinds for the reception of the 
gospel, by its congenial tone, and hy the cravings which 
it awakened but failed to satisfy. 
But Socrates believed himself to haye been entrusted 
with a divine Inission, and believed that he enjoyed an 
inward supernatural guidance. 'Ye are quite willing 
to consider this persuasion on the part of the greatest 
man of the ancient heathen world, for the reason that 
a careful- consideration of the character of this belief 
of Socrates and of the nature of his pretensions gen- 
erally, will serve to corroborate strongly the argument 
\vhich has been presented on the foreg
ing pages. 
Socrates, like all the Greeks of the time, save indi- 
viduals here and there who 111ay have disbelieved in 
anything divine, thought that the gods made known 
their counsels through the 11lcdimll of dreams and 
oracles. rrhis will be called a superstition. So, he 
thought that the study of physical science, when car- 
ried beyond the small stock of knmvledge indispen- 
sable for the practical pursuits of life, was an impiety 
-a lneddling with what belonged to the gods. rrhis, 
too, was a superstition. Such views simply indicate 
that we are not to look, even in Socrates, for a nliracu- 
Ions degree of enlightenment. But we are concerned 
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here with the view which he took of hÍlnself and his 
mISSIon. .And here it is to be obscrved that ill refer- 
ence to the opportunity of being taught by dream and 
or
cle, and the like, he claimed nothing more for him- 
self than what he attributcd to others. In this matter 
an stood on the same footing. The gods heard 
prayer, he hc1d, and gavc answcr in thcse ways. In 
respect to thc work to which he devoted himself, 
the yerdict of the Delphian oracle in favor of his pre- 
eminent wisdom doubtless had an important illfluence 
in leading him to the career which he einbrac
d of a 
public intcrrogator and exposer of prctended knowledge, 
and teacher of such as cared to learn of him. And 
this work he considered a calling, in the literal sense, 
which he ".as not at liberty to forsakc. lIe supposed, 
also, that an inward monitor, whose restraining impulse 
he experienced on various occasions, was gi ,.cn him 
to hold hÏ1n back from a mistaken or injurious course 
of action. For the office of the dcmon, according to 
what Blust bc consiùered the statemcnt of Socrates 
himself, in the Apology, was negative-ncvcr suggest- 
ing what to do, but simply, on occasions, intcrposing 
resistancc to stay hinl from unwise action.! Kow, it 


1 Apologia, c. xix. Socrates says of tho inw:1rù yoi('c: (;f"
 (ì7TO- 
TpÉ1Tf"L Ilf TO
TOV, Õ tJ.v IlfÀÀW 1TP(ÎTTf"LV, 1TpOrpf1Tf"L 
f OÚ7Ton. Compare, 
also, c. xxxi., wheI.c Socratcs says that through all the h'gal proC'ced- 
ings in Lis case, the voice in hi::; soul haù interposeù no chock to tho 
conrso he was taking, find "hero he 
efìnes tho function of tho 
supernatural .Monitor in the same way. Tho rcprcscntations of 
Xenophon in tho 
[cllloraLiIia (T. 1, 4, ct al.), as is wcll known, fire 
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may be held, that this supposcd demon was the intui- 
tive moral impulse of Socrates hÏ1nself, which, in the 
promptitude of its action, struck hinl as the voice of 
another in his soul; or, in conunon with some of the 
Christian Fathers, and with others WllOlll it wcre harsh 
to tax with credulity, we may even supposc that sup
r- 
natural enlightenment was not withheld from this IrIan 
by the Being before whOln those in every nation who 
fear HÜn-even though their knowledge of I-Iim be 
imperfect-and work righteousness, are accepted. 
But when we look at the claims of Socrates respecting 
himself, we find that he is far frOlll assulning preën1Ï- 
nence or authority. It is true that he considercd his 
work an important one, and himself not a harmful but 
a needed and useful citizcn. But this was the lin1Ït 
of his pretensions. He distinguished himself frOlll 
other men, not through any superiority of knowlcdge 
whieh he thought hilllself to possess, but through that 
consciousness of ignorance which belonged to hÏ1n and 
which they lacked. lIe, like them, l\:ncw nothing, 
but, unlike thenl, he knew that he knew nothing. lIe 
asserted for himself no greater knowledge, and no 
more certainty of knowledge respecting the future life, 
than other nlen h3d. I-Ie claimed to exercise no au- 
thority over the opinions or the condGct of otI1ers. If 


les3 accurate j and those contained in the Tbeagcs (like t1le work 
i'tself) come not fi'om Plato. Yet in tllÍs Dialogue it is stated, in 
conformity with the Apology: that the demon only forbiùs, never 
instigates. 
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the demon negatively guided him, he receiyed thereby 
no authority or wisdom for the control of other luen. 
lIe was simply a nlan among Inen; a hunlble searcller 
for truth; pretending to the e"'{ertion of no authority 
save that which was willingly accorded to the force of 
his reasonings. In fact, a principal charl11 of Socrates 
is his humble sense of the narrow boundaries of human 
knowledge, and his waiting for more light. 
Let us now change the picture which history pre- 
sents of this renmrkable n1an. Let us snppose that 
Socrates had claimed to be invested with all power in 
heaven and on earth, had required the acceptance of 
his doctrines on his mere authority, had demanded of 
all men an implicit obedience to his will, had styled 
himself the lord and master of his disciples, had 
assumed to pardon impiety and transgression, llad pro- 
fessed an ability to allot to Inen their everlasting desti- . 
. 
nies, besides delivering them from the honds of deatll, 
and had declared himself to be the constituted judge 
in the future world of the entire race of lnan. 1'he 
question we put is, whether assumptions of this char- 
acter, notwithstanding acknowledged virtues of Socrates, 
would not evince either a ùelllented understanding or 
an ingrained, monstrous self-love and self-exaggeration, 
only to he explained on tIIe supposition of a deep 
moral perversion? Should we not be driven to con- 
clude that claims so extravagant and presnmptuous in 
a sane mind imply that character is off its true foun- 
dations? IIow else could sclf-rleception and sclf-exalta- 
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tion reach this height? And would not complacency 
for certain traits and actions of Socrates be lost in the 
repugnance we should feel for this arrogancy of pre- 
tension ? .L
n enthusiast is ordinarily looked upon with 
compassion by sober minds. But when enthusiasm 
leaps So high, and lcads to the usurping of a rank far 
beyond the allowance of truth and the moral law, it 
01 
inspires a feeling of lnoral avcrsion. 
Had Jesus stood forth simply in the character of a 
promulgator of some high, and, perhaps, forgotten 
truth in tIleology or morals, with which his whole 
being was penetrated, we might look upon the lnis- 
taken belief in a supernatural 111ission with a less 
unfavorable judgment. It is conceivable that the 
light ,,,hich flashes on the intelligence should be 
wrongly attributed to a supernatural source, that the 
intuition should be taken for miraculous revelation, 
and that a glowing, absorbing conviction should be 
held to come from above in a supernatural way. Such, 
we should be wi1ling to grant, was the principal source 
of l\Iohammed's original faith in 11Ís own inspiration. 
The feebly recognized truth of the sovereign control 
in this world of one almighty will came home to llis 
soul with a vividness which nothing, in l1is vicw, but 
preternatural influence could account f
r. In this, or 
SOlne similar way, a nlan comes to recognize himself 
as the chosen repository of a great., vital truth, and 
the chosen instrument for propagating it. Ann such a 
conviction is even consistent with humility, so ]ong as 
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the truth is kept uppermost and the function of the 
prophet is felt by himself to be merely subordinate and 
Ininisterial. Nay, the very contrast between the sub- 
limity of the truth of which he has been made the 
recipient, and his own poor merits, nlaY intensify the 
feeling of personal unworthine
s. The prophet or saint 
feels abashed at being made the channel for conveying 
the divine communication. It is true that pride ever 
stands near, and self-flattery and arrogance gain easy 
admissioIl. The humility is apt to be retained only in 
semblance, while it is really supplanted by a principle 
whoI1y antagonistic. Still lllore important is it to 
remember that even this sort of self-deception belongs 
to men" ho, whatever may be tllOught of their earnest- 
ness and relative excellence, partake of the sinfulness 
of humanity. If they fall into the error of supposing 
that they are specially chosen agents of heaven when 
they are not, this is among the delusions which are due 
to thc darkening influcnce of the sin that is COlllmon 
to manlÜnd. Apart from this consideration, there was, 
in fact, no one idea of religion to which the mind of 
Jesus was surrendcred, and in ,\ hich he was swallowed 
up. The fertility, the variety, the consistency, and 
RJmmctry of his teaching, not lcss than its ,,'hole tone 
and temper, forbid this llypothcsis respecting him. 
Uut the decisive answer to the suggestion that he was 
an enthusiast of this dc
cription is gathered frOln ,vhat 
was said in the begillning of the extcnt of his claims. 
These claims are far frOln being 
atisficd when he is 
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looked upon as the simple repository and organ of 
a divine communication. I-lis exalted claims, then, in 
case they are not allowed, Inust be credited to the self- 
seeking which corrupts the sÏ1nplicity of the enthusiast, 
and moves hirn to put himself before his truth. 
Pride and mnbition, however hidden and subtle in their 
working, are at the root of this gross, unwarranted 
self-elevation. 
'Ve are brought back to the dilemma which was 
proposed in the earlier part of this discussion. The 
unbelief of the time professes to reject all claims of a 
supernatural sort which were put forward by Jesus, at 
the same time that it loudly professes admiration for 
his personal excellence. It is true that Renan throws 
out the suggestion that he was guilty of a tacit concur- 
rence in pions frauds; but, as far as we know, Renan 
stands alone in a view which is repugnant to the 
common sense of every sober-minded student, whether 
infidel or believing, of the evangelical history. And 
even Renan allows that Jesus had fuIl faith in his own 
Messiahship. Infidelity nlust take the ground, and, 
at the prescnt day, almost universally does take the 
ground, that .Jesus was a religious enthusiast. IIis 
ethical system and, perhaps, a part of his religious 
teaching, are praised, but his distinctive clainl to be 
the 
fessiah of God is rejected as decidedly as it was 
by the Je\vish elders who crucified him. As if to 
make up for this dishonor put upon his pretensions, 
abundant laudation is bestowed, as we have said, upon 
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the character of Jesus. Skeptical writers of the present 
day have lunch to say of the fine balance anù equipoise 
of his faculties. E\'en Strauss, in his latest \Vorl\:, 
pays homage to the harmony of his nature. But these 
writers frequently go farther; they describe him as the 
embodiment of whatever is pure and good, the 11ighest 
exemplar of moral excellence. 
\Ye deny the consistency of tl1Cir position. \Ve 
deny the justice of this judgment concerning Jesus, if, 
indeed, as they tell us, his extraordinary claims were 
founded in ilJl1sion. \Ye are obliged with all solemnity 
to :1ffirm, that the indulgence of the thought that these 
awful claims were the fruit of self-deception, carries 
along with it, as a necessary consequence, a feeling 
towards Jesus quite opposed to the reverence and 
abundant admiration which they are still disposed to 
lavish upon him. In other words, the cherishing of a 
delusion of this character is incompatible with that 
moral soundness, that clear and thorough truth of 
character, the lack of which debars one from being the 
legitimate object of such reverence awl admiration. 
In short, the sl\:eptical view of the claims of Christ 
strikes indirectly, but with equal effect, at his character. 
It is impossible to stop with attributing to him the 
weakness of an enthusiast. Such a delusioll, though 
it be unconscious, can have no other ultimate source 
than moral infirmity. 'rhat profound truth of char. 
acter, which ensures sclf-knO\Yledge, clarifies the intel. 
lect, and keeps a moral bcing in his own place, can no 
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longer be supposed. A sentilnent of mislike-of aver- 
sion-H1ust take the place of n10ral reverence. In 
ordinary life, anyone who dreams himself entitled to 
more of honor and deference than belongs to him, and 
lllOre of control than he lIas a right to exert, excites a 
natural disesteem. 1\len divine that false pretensions, 
even when they are unconsciously false, spring from 
SOllle occult fault of character. And when claims are 
mistakenly put forth which would lift the subject of 
thenl to a higher than earthly pinnacle of dignity and 
power, the Salne verdict, with proportiona}Jy augmented 
emphasis, must follow. 
The supernatural clailns of Jesus are thus identified 
with the excellence of his character. Both stand or 
fall together. Trust in him has a warrant in his trans- 
cendent goodness. He could not be self-deceived,. 
and therefore his testimony respecting hinlself is 
credible. lIe who lived and died for the truth was 
not himself enslaved by a stupendous falsehood. But 
respecting himself, not less than in respect to the other 
great themes of his teaching, he saw and uttered the 
truth. "rro this end," he said, " was I born, and for 
this cause came I into the world, that I should bear 
witness unto the truth. Ife that is of the truth 
heareth IllY voice." 



ESSAY XIII. 


THE PERSONALITY OF GOD: IN REPLY TO TIlE POSI- 
TIVIST AXD TIIE P AXTIIEIST. 


'rUE truth of the Personality of God is impugned, 
in these days, by two diverse and nnltunlly l'l'pugnant 
systems, Positivism and Pantheism. Agreeing in this 
negation, they stand at a world-wide remove from OlIe 
another, as to the grounds on which it is based. 
Positivism is hardly to be called a rhilosophy unless 
we abandon the ancient and proper sense of this much 
abused term. 1 It rather disdains philosophy, in the 
usual acceptation of the word, as a fictitious and now 
obsolete phenomenon in the progress of thought. It 
cannot be denied that 
I. Compte has displayed con- 
siderable ingenuity in framing his classification of the 
Sciences, though in this tas1. he is far from being 
without rivals to dispute with him the palm of merit, 
if not of originality; and so far as his classification of 
the ohjects of science ascends above unintelligent 
nature and draws in men and society, it is open to 
the essential objections which lie against his system in 
general. .Jlan, as an individual, is placed under the 


I See Hamilton's J1ctapn!lsica (Am. Ed.), p. 45. 
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head of Physiology; and if the social man is honored 
with a separate rubric, no better reason is assigned 
than that every animal develops a distinct set of 
qualities in intercourse with his kind. l\lental philoso- 
phy, in its recognized ends and n1ethods of obtaining 
them, Compte not only casts out of his scheme, but 
treats with scorn as a pretender to the name of science. 
The old and often refuted pretension, by which the 
impossihility of Psychology is sought to be delllon- 
stratecl, that the introspective act of consciousness puts 
a stop to the mental operation which consciousness 
would observe, Compte parades anew with the air of 
a discoverer. He acknowledges, in his principal work, 
that he has not read Kant, I-Iegel, and other great 
lllOdern writers in the field of J\Ietaphysics. 1 r:l'he great 
business of the hUlllan intellect, according to Positivism, 
is to observe facts and to register theln by the rules of 
chronological sequence and of silllilarity. That false 
irr:aginations are not to he suffered to cloud the mind 
of the inquirer, so as to hinder hÏ1n fr0111 a full and 
unprejudiced investigation of the phenomena presented 
to experience, is in truth a legitimate lesson of 
 the 
Baconian system, and of high practical importance, 
especially in the physical sciences. N or is Positivism 
to be denied the merit of having brought prominently 
forward this valuable truth. The mischief is that this 
truth is prescnted in both an exaggeratcd and onc- 
sided form. For even in physical studies the inquirer 


1 Cours de Philosophie Positive, T. 1. p. xxxvi. 
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is piloted by that scientific imagination which awakens 
hypotheses for observation to test; and in spite of the 
Positivist scorn of theories, it ,vas in the light of 
theorics which 'were cOl1jectural until observation had 
estal)lished them, that son:e of the finest discoveries, 
in Astronomy and Chemistry, for example, were made. 
By Ineans of II ypothesis, the explorer has carried a 
torch l)efore him to light hin1 on his path. Of tl1Ïs 
fact, ignored by the Positivist Sc11001, \VhcweIl has 
given some noteworthy illustrations. But the Positiv_ 
ist is general1y onc-sided in the app]ic
tion of his 
favorite maxim. rrhcre are phcnomena in the moral, 
religious, and acsthetic cxperience of man ,,-hich are 
undeniable, and which are, as they have always been, 
most potent in their influence, which Jet are tacitly 
ruled out of the realm of truth acknowledged by the 
votaries of this school. If we are to be confined to 
the observation of facts, let not that observation be 
narrowed down to that single class of phenomena. of 
which the senses take cognizancc. Othcrwise Posi- 
tivism is nothing better than materialism under a less 
odious nmne. 
But the fatal defect in Compte's handling of the 
aXiOlll to which we have adverted, and thc vice, at the 
same time, of his whole system, is his denial of efficicnt 
and final causes.] rrhe universe is the sequence of 


, Pltil. Positiv., T! I. p. 14, and passim. J. S. Mill states (W cst- 
minster Review, April, 186.3), that Compto docs not ùcny tho nist- 
en co of causes beyond phenomenal antecedents, but that he simply 
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phenomena which are connected, as far as we know; by 
no causative agency, and related to no intelligible 
ends. 'rhe felicity of him who explores into the causes 
of things, which has heretofore been deemed his 
strongest incentive and b8st reward, is no more to be 


affirms that they are inaccessible to us. Compte's language is th3.t 
the Positive Philosophy considers, "comme absolumcnt iuaccessible 
ct vide de sens pour nous 13. recherche do ce qu'on appelle le3 causes, 
!'oit premières, soit finales." But the que
tion is whether there be 
causation-causative agency-dependence of one thing on another , 
such as invariable sequence, or, to adopt Mill's improved formula, 
"unconditional invariable sequence," does not express. On this 
point, all the language of Loth Compte and Mill seems to imply a 
negative answer. The inquiQ" into causes Compte abandons "à 
l'imagination des théologiens, ou aux subtilités des metaph:rsiciens." 
Philosophy knows of nothing but sequences of phenomena. Mill, in 
hi.; Logic, notwithstanding his general discInimer, constantly implies 
that the belief in causation (beyond stated sequence) is without 
scientific wnrrant. " Nothing," he says, "can better show the 
absence of any scientific ground for tIle distinction between the cause 
of a phenomenon and its conditions than," etc., (Mill's Logic, B. II. 
c. v.). "Force" and" attraction" (the former, as well as the latter) 
applied to the earth, he pronounces logical fictions. lie declares 
that the relations of succession and similarity among phenomena are 
the only subject of rational investigation. He protests (c. xxi) against 
taking necessity of thinkin 6 as a criterion of reality. Events, he 
thinks, may be conceived of as occurring at random. The law of 
cau,.:ation is a generalization by simple enumeration. In distant parts 
of the stellar system, he says, the law of can
ation (uniformity) may 
not prevail. If we remember right, he derides the notion of" a 
mysterious tie" between the cause (antecedent) and consequent. 
The essential question is whether there be such a thing as 
el7ìciency, and \\ hether this is the peculiar property of a cause in the 
strict sell,;e of tIle term. And on this question, :Mill's position is 
sufficiently clear. His theory has little' advant
1ge over that of 
Rume. 
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looked for. lIe may find out what is, but must abjure 
the thought of seeing a rationality in what is. l Now 
as far as the first point in the Positivist skepticism is 
concerned, the denial of the validity of the principle 
of causation is the rejection of one of the necessary 
deliverances of the human Inind. 'Ve are under the 
necessity of thinking that every change is lllCcliated 
by the exertion of power, is connected with a force or 
agency existing in its antecedents. If the necessity of 
thought is not to be accepted llCre as the criterion of 
truth, then Compte has nothing on which to rest his 
faith in the reality of the external world. The alterna- 
tive, in fact, is universal skcpticism. X ow, that our 
belief in efficient causation is necessary, can be nlade 
plain. Let anyone snppose an absolute yoid, where 
nothing exists. lIe, in this case, not only cannot 
think of anything beginning to l)e, hut he knows that 
no existence could come into being. lIe affirms this 
--cyery 111an in the right use of reason affirms it-,rith 
the same necessity with which he aftìrms the impos- 
siLility that a thing should be, and not he, contC111- 
poraneously. The opposite, in both cases, is not only 
ulltrup, but illcollccivablc-contradictory to reason. 


1 Compte admits tLnt besides the practical and economic m:e of 
positive sciellce, there i:;; a higher ad vantage from it. We arc under 
the necessity of La.ving Bome arran;;ement of facts-for example, to 
escape the painful f
eling of astonislancnt wbieh a di
connected 
pllCnomenoll produces, and to keep off mdaph
 sics and theology! 
This wrily reduces thë ideal interest of scÏentilÌc study to ß 
minimum. See Pltil. Positir., T. I. pp: 63, 64. 
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Such is the foundation of the principle, cæ nihilo nihil 
fit. But if a phenOlnenon is wholly disconnected from 
its antecedents, if there be no shadow of a causal 
nexus between it and them, w(' 111ay think them away, 
and then we have left to us a perfectly isolated event, 
with nothing before it. In other words, it is just as 
impossible to think of a phenomenon which stands in 
no causal connection with anything before it, as it is 
to think of an event, or even of a universe, in the act 
of springing into being out of nothing. Futile is the 
attempt to empty the 111ind of the principle of efficient 
causation; and were it successful, its triumph would 
involvp the overthrow of all assured knowledge, 
because it \yould be secured at the cost of discrediting 
our native and necessary convictions. 
Not less ill-founded is the Positivist opposition to 
the doctrine of Final Causes. One lllay cavil at par- 
ticular forms of statelnent in which this doctrine has 
been elnbodied; but that, in the various kingdoms of 
Nature, there is a selection of 111eallS with reference to 
ends, is a truth which is irresistibly suggested to the 
simplest as well as the wisest; as the reception of it 
by lnankind, in all nations and ages, sufficiently attcsts. 
Spcculation cannot dislodge this conviction frOln the 
lnllnan mind, for it will return again with eyery fresh 
view of the objects of nature. It has been the due, as 
is well known, to important discoveries, for instance in 
Anilnal Physiology. ffhe use of a given organ, its fit- 
ness to an end, its perccived office in a system, has en- 
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abled the naturalist to anticipate observation and com- 
plete the fragmentary animal structure. 'Vitness the 
ren1arkable discoveries of Cuvier. Of the place of the 
doctrine of Final Causes in the argument for Thei
m 
we shall speak hereafter. IIere we simply affirm that 
the fact of a singular adaptedness of means to ends, 
such as cannot be fortuitous, but lllust be the fruit of 

election, is established by universal obscrvation, and 
is not shaken by any arguments from the Positivist 
side. 'Yhat inference we arc authorized to male as 
to t1Ie being of God, is a question reserved for a sub- 
sequent part of this Essay. 
Compte's well-known description of the stages of 
human progress, of which the first is the ßlythological, 
the next the 
Ictaphysical, and the last the Positivist, I 
though at the first sight it strikes one as ingenious, 
will not bear the historical test, and is moreover 
vitiated by an underlying fallacy. There is no proof 
that the principal nations of the Indo-gcrmanic and 
the SClllitic stoc1
s ever practised fetish-worship, or 
were eyer ensla\'ed by the lowest types of mythological 
religion, or asccnded frmIL thmll to somewhat higher. 
\.11 the proof is the other way. rl'herc is no proof that 
mankind were originally on the lowest stage of relig- 
ious knowledge and feeling. Apart frOIn rc\"clation 
even, the hypothesis of a fall and degradation from a 
primitive state which was 1110rally more c1evated, is 
equally rational, and, in our judgment, far hetter sus- 



 Phil. PositilJ., T. I. p. 3 scq. anù Tome v. 
35 
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tained, than the supposition of a gradual ascent from 
a moral and spiritual life little superior to that of the 
brutcs. The phenomena of conscience, which the 
philosopher lw,s no right to overlook, sustain the Chris- 
tian hypothesis and arc incompatible with its opposite, 
while the existence of a law of progress, such as the 
anti-Christian theory aSSUltleS, cannot be inductively 
established, but is rather disproved by the facts of 
hi
tory and obsen-ation. Compte's imaginary law of 
succession is inconsistent also with facts in one other 
particular. The three eras, to use his own phraseology, 
the l\lythological in which personal deities are belicved 
in, the Philosophical in which notions, such as essence, 
cause, and the like, are substituted for them, and thë 
Positiyist or the era of facts, are not found to succeed 
each other in this fi
ed order. Compte anows, to be 
sure, that one lnay overlap the other; but this conces- 
sion fans far short of the truth. 'Yho wiU venture to 
affirm that a metaphysician like lIege] belongs in an 
carlier era of inteUectual progress than his contem- 
porary, Compte? III the case of the former, there is 
not only the supposed advantage of living in the same 
advanced period with the latter, but of bcing immense- 
ly superior in mental power and in the range of hi
 
acquisitions. 'Vho will affirm that K.epler and New, 
ton believed in God, either for thc reason that Positiy. 
ism had not been announccd, or because they were 
too unphilosophical to receive it? Skeptieis111 and 
disbelief in the supernatural are not peculiar to 
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lllOdern times. They have appeared and re-appeared 
in the world's history ever since mcn lJegan to specu- 
late. rrhis generalization of COlupte is, therefore, 
hasty and incorrect. 
But a lTIOst glaring error connected with this 
theory of Compte is the assumption that the mytholo- 
gies sprung from the scicntific or intellectual motive. 
The mythological epoch is pronounccd the earliest 
effort of the human mind to explain thc changes occur- 
ring in nature. The rcligiou':"! Illoti\'e, the instinct of 
worship, the yearning for the supernatural and di\'inc, 
is for the most part, or wholly, left out of the account. 
IIow strangely superficial this view of the religions of 
the world is, no thoufrhtful scholar needs to be told. 
As if religion, with all its tremcndous powcr in human 
feeling and human affairs, were simply a form of knowl- 
edge, thc crude offsprin
 of curiosity! 'V cre the 
Positivist to look deepcr into human nature and his- 
tory, he 'would see that religion, cven in the pen crse 
and corrupt forms of it, rests on other foundations; 
ancl this perception would UllCO\'Cr thc grounùlessness 
of his whole hypothesis. For if the religions of the 
heathen havc their root in thc constitution of the 
onl, 
and spring fronl ineradicable IH'Íllciplcs in our nature, 
it follows that, although they may pass away, religion 
will not cea
c, hut will survive this wild outgrowth, 
in a life undying as the soul itself. Thc advanccmcnt 
of science llas no lllOre tendrnry to extirpate religion 
than it has to ex.tirpatc 1110rality. A bettcr under. 
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standing of nature may enlighten religion and tend to 
purify it frOlll certain errors, but to destroy it-never. 
One n1ight as well contend that the progress of Art 
tends to annihilate the sense of beauty, or that clearer 
and truer conceptions of the fmnily relation tend to 
eradicate the domestic affections. 
Positivism is Atheism. It would bind human 
knowledge down to a bare registry of facts, and 
chiefly to facts which the senses observe and arith- 
luetic calculates. Other facts, the Inost real, the 1110st 
precious, and the most influential upon hUl11an happi- 
ness and hUl11an destiny, it scornfully throws aside. 
Instead of offering an answer to the great problems 
which we cannot banish from thought without a con- 
scious abasement of our nature and a choice of indif- 
ference and torpor instead of a noble disquiet, this 
systen1 bids us cast thelll away as unpractical and 
fictitious. If Paganism be, ac:; Positivism asserts, the 
lower plane of knowledge, one Inay still be pardoned 
for preferring to stand upon it, and for exc1aiming, in 
view of a system so unsatisfying as this 


-" I'd rather be 
A Pagan, suckled in a creed outworn, 
So might I, standing on this pleasant lea, 
Have glimpses that would make me less forlorn; 
Have sight of Proteus rising from tbe sea, 
Or hear old Triton blow his wreathed horn." 


1\lore fascinating to a mind of a speculative cast, 
because l110re rich in contents and more coherent and 
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self-consistent in form, are the later systcms of Panthe- 
IS111. Pantheism, negatively defined in its rclation to 
religion, is the denial of the Personality of God. 
Pantheism is the doctrine that God is synonymous 
with the totality of things, and attains to self-con- 
sciousness only in the finite consciousness of men. It 
is the doctrine that all things are the forms, or Inani- 
festations, or developments of one being or essence. 
rfhat being is termed God. 
Ionisrr., or the identify- 
ing of thc world as to its substance with God, is the 
defining characteristic of Pantheism. 
Philosophy early started in quest of a common 
ground or essence of aU existence. Ancient systcms, 
one aftcr another, suggested their crude solutions of 
the problem. The Pytlmgoreans, for instance, wcre 
disposed to find the ground\vork of all being, or the 
one originant and pervading principle, in numbcrs. 
These early theories which are so fully handled in the 
great work of Cudworth, as well as by latcr historians 
of philosophy, we have no call at present to examine. 
'rhc founder of ll10dcrn Pantheism was Spinoza. 
Assuming the monistic doctrine, he laid down the 
proposition that the one and simple substance is 
known to us through the two .Attributes of infinite 
thought and infinite extension. N either of these 
Attributes implies personality, the essential clcmcnts 
of which are denied to the Substance. l rl'hc lattcr is 


1 In the interpretation of Spinoza's system, tho difficult point is 
the relation of the Attribute" to the Substance. Do('
 he mean tbat 
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self-operative, according to an inward necessity, with.. 
out choice or reference to ends. All finite existences, 
whether material or nlental, are merely phenomenal. 
Spinoza also laid down the famous axiom: oJJlnia 
determiJ7alio cst negalio; or all predication is limita- 
tion. To attach predicates or qualities is to reduce to 
finitude. In this notion, whether consciously or not, 
Spinoza was following in the track of Christian 
theology itself, which, as represented by Augustin and 
other Platonic theologians, had claimed that Deity is 
exalted above the distinction of essence and attribute. 
Some had even nmintained that God is hyperousian, 
or that the term essence or substance is inappro- 
priately applied to the Bcing who is truly Ineffable. 
It need not be said that, with the exception of that 
anomalous product of the eighth century and n1arvel 
in the history of philosophy, John Scotus, theology 
had never organized itself into Pantheism, frOlll which 


these Attributes belong objectively to the Suùstance, or are they 
only relath-e to the intellect of the inùiviJual beholding it 
 The 
last is the more usual interpretation of Spinoza. So says Erdmann, 
Gescltichte del' Neuem Phil., I. (2) 59 seq.; Ritter, Geschichte der 
OIt1'ist. PMl., vii. 224; Ulrici, Geschicltte der Neuem Pltil., I. 44 f'eq.; 
Schwegler, Geschichte der Phil., s. 107, and other critics. The oppo- 
site interpretation is uphelù by another class of writers. Passages 
favoring the former opinion may be quoted from Epistles of Spinoza, 
espeeÏally Ep. xxvii. It also harmonizes better with th
 maxim, 
omnis determinatio, etc. The gccond interpretation, however, better 
accords with the mat.hematical character which Spinoza cnùeavorg 
to give to bis system, in the Ethies. In whateve
 way this question 
may be decided, it is plain to all that the "infinite thought" wlJich 
is attributed to the Substance excludes self-consciousness and choice. 
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all the grcat teachers of the Church would have shrunk 
with horror. Their object in these statements was to 
elevate God to the greatest imaginable height by 
affinning IEs incomprehcnsible naturc. The system 
of Spinoza is built up, with an attempt at mathemati- 
cal demonstration, on the primary assumption respect- 
ing the one and simple substance-the UJla et ullica 
8llbsta/ltia. Of course, the personality of God, a 
supcrnatural Proviùence, miracles in the proper sense, 
and Rcvelation, are given up. Of the cffect of tho 
Spinozistic system upon the conception of 11lorallibtrty 
and responsibility, we shall speak hereafter. 
Although Spinoza borrowed his definition of sub- 
stance frolll Des Cartes, he is original in the lllain 
fcatures of his scheme. lIe is the forcrunner of the 
latcr German systems, as some of their leading repre- 
sentativcs, including] legel, have allowed. Y ct theso 
systcms would not have arisen, but for the impulse 
comlllunicated frmn an intervening thinker, himself 
a firnl believcr in the principles of theism, the foremost 
philosopher of modern timcs, Immanuel Kant. In 
undertaking to criticise the knowing powcr, and to 
determine how far l\:nowledge is a product of the sub- 
jecti\'e factor, a resultant from the operation of the 
mind itself, K.ant took hold of a great problem of 
philosophy. lIe set out to ùissect knowledge, and to 
separatp its constituent elements according to their 
origin whether subjectÍ\'c 01' objective. 'rhis involvcd 
an inquiry into the nature of things-the nature of 
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being-the object as well as the subject of knowledge. 
rrhe question to be determined was, what is given to 
the knowing organ and exists independently of it, and 
what does this organ itself contribute. The conclusion 
of the theoretical philosophy was that we are assured 
of nothing sa\Te the bare existence of the object which 
sets in motion the IIlechanisn1 of thought. All else 
that const.itutes knowledge is of subjective origin. 
Space and time are a JFriori forms of sensuous intuition 

the frame in which objects are set by the perceiving 
subject. rfhe so-called categories-substance and acci- 
dent, cause and effect, and the rest-are the a priori 
forms of the judging faculty, a description of the 
nature of the understanding, not of the nature of 
things. The ideas of Reason, tIle ultimate concep- 
tions presupposed in the three fOTI11S of logical judg- 
ment, or the three phases of the unconditioned- 
namely, the Soul as a thinking substance, the ,V orld 
as a whole, and God, the highest condition of the 
possibility of all things-are only the rubrics under 
which the categories are reduced to unity. Not 
having an empirical, but an a priori, origin, they do 
not admit of an application to external objects, nor 
can they be as
umed to represent realities; and if this 
be done, the antinomies, or logical contradictio1l3, that 
inevitably result, warn us that Reason is out of its 
province, and that the undertaking is illegitimate. The 
objective factor was thus reduced to a minimum. In 
this department of his philosophy Kant stopped only 
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one step short of universal skepticism. !i'or of what 
avail that a-priori truth is supported, against IIume, 
by the criteria of universality and necessity, if this 
truth is after all endued \yith no objective validity? 
Of what value is a subjeeti,-e certainty which simply 
reveals a law of thought, but contains no assurance of 
a corresponding law of things? The practical philoso- 
phy of Kant rescued his system from the consequences 
so fatal to religion. But the theoretical philosophy 
was the starting-point of the subsequent systems. 
Ii'ichte took the short step which Kant steadfastly 
refused to take. lIe drew the ohject itself, whose 
hare existence was all that is known concerning it, 
within the subjpctive sphere. If the object is a.;;:sumed 
luerely as a cause to account for states of consciousness, 
while the prinriple of causation is itself purely subjec- 
tive, merely a law or mould of thought., then Iùealislll 
seCllled to he logically inferred. 
The Idealism of Firhte erolves the cxternal world 
(so called) from the thinking subject. AIl things which 
constitute the objects of thought are nlOditications of 
consciousness which arc wholly ùue to the sc1f-nctivit} 
of the subject. rl'he impression of extcl'llality results 
from the eheck put upon this self-activity hy its own 
inward law. It is not, howC\'er, froul the particular, 
individual ego, that aU existence thus issues forth, 
but rather from the absolute, impersonal Ego, which 
evolves at t}lC same timc the iudividual subject, nnd 
the object which is inseparably related to it. rrhe 
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relativity of consciousness, in which the ego and the 
object of thought stand in correlation, belongs to the 
finite subject, and not to the Absolute Being; yet the 
Absolute is viewed as a subject and denominated the 
Ego.l 
Schelling lnodified }'ichte's conception of the Abso- 
lute. rfhe Absolute, the root of all particular exist- 
ences, is no more to be called subject than object. 
It belongs equnlJy to the thinker añd the thing. In 
truth, it lies equidistant fronl b6th poles of con- 
sciousness, the subjective and the objective. It IS 
the indifference-point between them. rrhat is to 
8!lY, both the external world and the percipient 
subject are identical in essence and in origin. They 
flow frOln the same fountain} which is the absolute, 
imper
onal being. Connected with this view, was 
Schelling's dynmnical conception of N aturc. Nature 
is made up of forces. Nature is pcrvaded through 
and through with rationnlity. For this reason, it is 
possible for Nature to be an object of knowledge. rfhe 
mind and l\" ature are bound to each othcr by the 
closest affinities. The knowledge of Nature is Nature 
itself attaining to self-consciousness. For knowing is 
a form of being-of the identical bcing of which Nature 
is a lower expression. But how to cognize the hypo- 
thetical Absolutc? Relation and dcpendence cleavc 
insepnrably to conscious thought, and the thinking sub- 


1 The different phases or modificatiom of Fichte's system we do 
not here attempt to describe. 



SCHELLING AND HEGEL. 


555 


ject can escape frOlD itself-get behind itself-only by 
abolishing thought. But this docs not secure the 
. end, for the cessation of thought is not the cognition 
of the .L\.bsolute. lIenee Schelling supposed a pecu- 
liar organ of Intellectual Intuition, by which the soul, 
freeing itsclf from the onlinarv bonds of consciousness, 
gains a direct visio
 of the Absolutc. lIc took rcfuge 
in a mystical theory, whieh reminds us of l>lotiuns. 
It is no wonder'that the rigorous intellect of IIegel 
was dissatisfied with this mode of bridging the gulf 
betwecn finite and infinite being. Accepting the 
gencral notion of thc Absolute, as defined by Schclling, 
IIcgcl professed to set forth the process in which thc 
cntire universe is nccessarily c\'olved. 'rhought and 
being arc identical: hcnce the universe, including 
God, nature, self, is resoh'cd into a thought-process, 
or a chain of concepts self-evolved through an inwarù 
necessity, apd comprising and cxhausting in thcmselves 
aU rcality. Indeterminate being, the notion first ill 
order, neccssary and self-supportcd, implies, or, aeeorù- 
ing to the lIcgeliall language, changes into, another 
notion, and the two in turn arc mcrgcd in a third 
which is lllOre specific than 
ither; anù so thc process 
goes forward until all concrete existenccs take their 
places ill the scries of concepts. '1'0 the philosophic 
eye all reality is snmmcd up in this realm of concepts. 
But the philosophic vicw is the last stage in the 
dcvelopmcnt of consciousness. It iR interesting to 
inquirc what account IIegcl gi\.cs of scnsc-pcrceptions 



556 


THE PERSONALITY OF GOD. 


as they are found in the comll
on consciousness of 
nlen. Schelling was not a Berkleian. Notwithstand- 
ing his dynanlical, idealistic theory of Nature, and his 
monism, the ohject had not less reality, in his system, 
than the subject. The external world was real, as wen 
as the mind that perceives it. The same is affirmed 
by lIege!. Yet he constantly speaks of a tranSl11uta- 
tion of consciousness fr0111 the state of perception to 
that of conception, and of the transmutation of the 
thiN!! also, which is the object of perception, into the 
mental concept. It is plain that with Hegel both 
subject anù ohject, thinker and thing, are engulfed 
in the logical thought-process, an d that both coalesce 
and are identified in the Absolute. 1'he object has 
nothing more than a transient reality. The ordinary 
sense-perception is only the first stage in a nlovement 
which soon liberates consciousness fr01n this iInpression 
of a distinct externality in the object, and \n the con- 
summation of which both object and subject resolve 
themselves into the one, identical, absohlte being. 
rrhen all reality is fath0111ed, and thence, as fr0111 a 
new starting-point, the universe is reconstructed by 
the philosopher, or rather rises of itself, by its own 
inherent and necessary ulovement, in his consciousness 
1'his process as it takes place in the consciousness of 
the philosopher, is the self-unfolding of the innermost 
nature of things. In it and through it Deity attains 
to self-consciousness. 1 


J Among the multitude of German dissertations which have a 
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rrhe IIegelian school pretended to find an equiva- 
lent for the objects of Christian faith and the proposi- 
tions of Christian theology in the dogmas of their 
system. rrhe latter were said to be the pure and final 
rendering of that which Christianity presents in a 
popular form. The substantial contents of both were 
averred to be identical. rfhe rfrinity, the Atonement, 
and the other doctrines of the orthodox creed had now 
-so it was claimed-received a pllilosophical vindica- 
tion; and the vulgar Rationalism whiC'h had flippantly 
impugned these high mysteries, was at length laid 
low. rfhese sounding pretensions could only mislead 
the undiscerning. A philosophy which denies the 
distinct personality of God, and consequently must 
regard prayer as all absurdity, can by no legerdemain 
be identified with Christian doctrine. The appearance 
of the Life of G'hrist by Strauss, and the subsequent 
l)roductions of Baur and his school, through the appli- 
cations w11ich they made of the IIegclial1 tenets to the 
New rrestament history and the teaching of the 
apostles, placed this conclusion beyond a doubt. 
IIaving thus noticed the leading forms of Panthe- 
ism, we offer some remarks which may serve to evince 
the untenable character of this philosophy. 
1. . The fUIHlamcntal assumption of Panthcislll that 


bearing on the origin finù character of the Ilew philosopJIY, we may 
refer here to one, tho beautiful Essay of Sche11illg über die Q1lelle ila 
E/lJîgen Wllll1'hÛtcn, which was reaù in the Berlin Academy in 1830. 
See Schelling's "\Y orks (II. Abth. I.), p. ó75. 
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all things are of one substance, whether taken in the 
Spinozistic sense, or in that of the later German phi- 
losophers-is not supported by evidence, but is con- 
trary to the truth. 
The doctrine of onc Substance, this grand postu_ 
late of Pantheism, is an uncertified dogma for which 
no proof is vouchsafed. Yet it forms the foundation 
on which the Pantheistic systems rest. 
There is the best reason for concluding that the 
objects of perception are essentially distinct from the 
percipient Inind. These objects are seen facc to face, 
and kn0'\Tn as external. In their manifestations they 
are totally diverse frm11 the characteristics of Blind, 
which are revealed in consciousl1css. It is a just 
inference that matcrialisnl and idealism, the two forms 
of the monistic theory, are alike false. 
As concerns the I-Iegelian scheme, Schelling, in his 
new systeln, has suggested a sufficient refutation. If 
the logical development in IIcge! were allowed to be 
throughout cohcrent and demonstrative, we have only 
a string of abstractions. We have only a theory, or 
ideal frmnework, of the universe, but no reality, no 
real being. If there are no realities corresponding to 
the idea and known through experience, the universe 
is still a void. It were as rational to confound the 
plan of a castle with the actual edifice, as to identify 
. concf'pt with a real being, or thc aggregate of con- 
cepts with a universe of realities. Therefore, IIegel's 
logic at best describes only the possibility of things. 
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It is a merely negative philosophy. If this philosophy 
were all, and if real being were not brought to our 
knowledge through e"'{perience, the result would be 
Nihilislll. Thought and being are distinct, mHl ,vith 
the admission of the truth of this proposition, Panthe- 
ism falls to the ground. 
2. r11he Pantheistic dogma, even though it were 
admitted, does not solve the problcn1 which it pre- 
tends to explain. KnO\\ ledge is not accounted for by 
being wholly resoh-ed into self-lnowledge; for self- 
knowledge is a phenomenon not a whit less nlJstcrious 
and inexplicahle than the knowledge of not-self. r:rhe 
Pantheist takes it for granted that the knowledge of 
anything distinct in substance frOlD the knower, is out 
of the fjnestion: as if tlle knowledge which the knower 
has of himself were a thing more easy to understand. 
3. The Pantheistic conception of the Absolute IS 
self-contradictory and false. 
'Ve believe in an Absolute Being, that is, in a 
being for whose existence no otlICr being is necessary, 
or who 
tanùs related to no other heing, as a condition 
of existence. But the Pantheistic Absolute includes 
in itself and develops out of itself the relative. I Iere 
is the contradiction. r:rhe 
\bsolute is pbced in a 
necessary relation to finite, l\.'lative existences. 'rllPY 
emanate de nccessitate naturae from the bosolIl of the 
Absolute. The conception of the latter is tlms directly 
violated; and this inconsistency cannot he removed 
frOln the Pantheistic scheme. 
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4. 1. ' he deduction of finite existence frmll infinite 
heing the Pantheist fails to 11lake conceivable. 
How cogitative and in cogitative existences are 
developed out of the characterless substance, Spinoza 
wholJy fails to render intelligible. IIow is the world 
and all thing
 in it to issue forth from unlimited, 
uncharacterized bcing? \Yhat is the moving force, 
anù what the modus operandi? lIegel, in his system, 
is obligcd at the outset to proceed on the supposition 
that motion or activity belongs inhercntly to the primi- 
tive notion, and thus introduces a quality with which 
we beC01lle acquainted through expericnce; but even 
then the transition from being without attributes to 
being specially characterized, fr0111 nothing to some- 
thing, is effected by slcight of hand. 
5. 1. ' he Panthcist's conccption of God does not 
satisfy his own description of the infinite and absolute 
being. 
The God of the Pantheist is dependent on a pro- 
cess of developlnent for the realization of his own 
being. It is only in the last stage of this progress 
that self-consciousness is reached; and then in no 
individual, but only in the human race collectively, 
through the course of its history. But what kind of 
God is that which must el11Crge by slow gradations 
frOln a merely potential existence to the manifestation 
and comprehension of his own being? 
6. .At the smne time, the objections of the Panthe- 
ist to the theistic conception are groundless. 
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(1) The Pantheist objects that self-consciousness 
cannot belong to God in IIimself considered, because 
for the mrakening and development of consciousness 
an external object is required. But this statement is 
an unauthorized inference frOll1 what is true of person- 
ality in lnan. \Ve are connected with a material 
organism, and placed in a relation of dependence upon 
it for the unfolding of our spiritual natures. But we 
have no right to conclude that this peculiarity attaches, 
as a necessary condition, to all personality. f],'he 
uncreated, eternal spirit is subject to no such conùi. 
tion. 
(2) N or does personality clash with infinitude of 
perfections. God is infinite, because aU conceivable 
perfections belong to Ilim, and belong to I-Iim without 
IÍ111it in their lneasure. Infinity is a negatiye pre- 
dicate. .L\s applicd to a given quality in God, it 
means that this quality is not partially possesseù, but 
possessed in the ftùlest conceivable nlcasure. .L\.S 
applied to the sum of excellencics, it denotes that this 
stun admits of no addition. 
(3) K or is the existence of the world as distinct 
in its essence frOln God, inconsistcnt with 1 lis bciug 
the Absolute. If the world were a necessary exist- 
ence, if God would not be God without the wodd, 
if lIe were constrained to give bcing to the world, 
then indced the assertion of the Panthcist might he 
true. But the limitation which God puts upon him- 
self in creation is voluntary. It is a 8e1f-lim itatioJ/. 
36 
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Creation is no wise essential to the realization of His 
attributes, but is a Inost free act, perfofllled in the 
C'xercise. of benevolence. 
'Ve have touched upon the weakness of Panthe- 
ism when regarded fronl a spcculative point of view. 
There is another objection of a different kind, but 
of decisive weight, against all the Pantheistic sys- 
tems. 
7. Pantheism runs counter to our 1110ral intuitions. 
This is a practical objection, an objection to the 
consequences of the Pantheistic philosophy, but 110t 
the less pertinent and valid on that account; for a 
systenl which involves among its legitimate con- 
sequences the denial of known truth, is thereby effec- 
tually disproved. 
Every Pantheistic scheme is, and must be, 
thoroughly necessitarian. The world is not. a creation, 
hut a necessary development. All events take place 
by the same rigid necessity. .L\. holy or a sinftù act 
must be when and where it is, just as a star nlust 
revolve or a plant grow. l\Ioral liberty, as appre- 
hended by the common understanding of men, is 
illusive. The distinction between physical and etllÍcal 
experiences of the soul is extinguished. Even per- 
sonality itself is only phenomenal. Eyil is not evil, 
save to finite apprehension; secn from a loftier plane 
it is a fOfln of good. The one is eqnal1y essential 
and desiraùle with the other. Crime, temorse, the 
self-approval of virtue, are robbed of their essential 
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significance. 
Ioral responsibility, in the dcep and 
true sense in which conscience affirms it, has no place. 
'rhese consequences, though sOlnetinles disguised 
under an obscure or sounding terminology, incvitably 
attend Panthcism in all its forms. The ablcst advo- 
catcs of this philosophy, including both Spinoza and 
IIegel, have involuntarily betraycd the cmbal'rassnwnt 
which these conclusions are well fitted to awaken. 
Against them the moral sense of every unperverted 
Inind will forever lift an indignant denial. But the 
irresistible protest of conscience tells with equal effect 
against the whole systeul with which they are insepa- 
ra bly connected. , 
The Pantheistic systems of philosophy which have 
appeared in Gernlany since Kant, regarded as exer- 
tions of intellectual power, havc hardly been sUl'pa
sed 
since the best days of the Grcek philosophy. TIut 
they are built upon a false foundation, and heBce, 
though they contain materials of high and lasting 
value, they are stnlctur
s which cannot stand. Their 
splendor is like the deceptive lustre of that "fabric 
huge" which was reared by the fallen spirits, where 


" from the arched roof, 
Pendent by subtle magic, many a row 
Of 8tarry lamps and blazing crcssets, fcd 
By naphtha anù a
phaltus, yicldeù light 
.As from a sky." 


There are two generic opBllons alllong Christian 
theologians rcspecting the origin of our belief in God. 
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By some it is considered to be implanted in the mind 
and spontaneously developed; by others it is thought 
to be imported into the mind, or to be t.he result of a 
process of reasoning. Perhaps the difference might be 
resolved into a verbal one; since the first class gen- 
erally allow that this native belief is educed by training 
and the view of the works of God, and the second 
confess that an original tendency to believe in God 
belongs to the human 
oul. And such an original 
tendency is hardly distinguishable frOln a ni8118-a 
germinant belief. This disagreement in regard to the 
genesis of our faith in God is generally connected with 
differences in Psychology, or in the mode of stating the 
functions and the" eaTly operations of the n1Ïnd. It 
must be conceded that those who hold that the knowl- 
edge of God is intuitive, have often failed to state 
their doctrine with clearness, or to set it in connection 
with acknowledged principles of Inental philosophy. 
Our own position is that the belief in God does 
not originate in external, traditionary teaching, like a 
fact in history or' science, which is handed down from 
one generation to another; it does not originate, 
properly speaking, frOln the view of the ohjecti\"e 
manifestations of God, for instance in t11C works of 
Nature, or the course of history; n0r does it flow from 
any empirical source. But this belief is potentially 
inherent in the mind, and is obscurely present in the 
earliest operations of intelligence. DepClll}ent for its 
full explication upon instruction, and upon the various 
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proofs which corroborate at the same time that they 
explicate and develope it; subject, also, in comn10n 
with the Inoral sense, with which it is vitally connected, 
to the darkcning and perverting influf'llce of evil, faith 
in God is yet seminally nati,"e to the soul, and is 
seldom, if ever, so extinguished that it may not, in 
favoring circumstances, ag
in revive, and even assert 
itself against every attempt of the will to eradicate it. 
rfhe trelnendous hold which religion has had upon 
maukind in "all nations and agcs forbids the supposi- 
tion that it o""es its origin to tradition nlcrely, to 
processes of argument, or even solely to a pcrception 
of the marks of design in K ature. A phenol1)cnon so 
deep and uuiversal must be due to a profoullder cause, 
and a cause more directly operative. The shallow 
theory ,yhich ascribcd religion to the craft of priests 
and lawgivers was long ago exploded. rrhe theory, 
which is only a little less superficial, that religion took 
its rise from the alanll excited by startling occurrences 
in K atnre, is also well-nigh obsolete. Imprcssions 
fron1 this source are fleeting, and impressions of tcrror 
are quickly effaced by those of a different character, 
\vhich are awakencd by opposite aspccts of 1\ ature. 
.Faith, moreover, is too dceply imLedded in the nlOral 
feelings to be accounted for by this e
ternal and acci- 
dental cause. If it he said that rc1igion is due to the 
pcrsonifying imagination of uncultured men, we hare 
the same answer. This IIwy account to somc extent 
for the form which heathen religions tale; Lut without 
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a prior belief in the supernatural and yearning for it, 
without the principle of worship, and the sense of 
accountability to a higher Being, the religions of 
PaganisHl could never subsist. N or is the argument 
frOll1 design, important as this argument is in its place, 
to be considcred either the primary source, or the 
principal ground, of the belicf in God. 
It Inay be objected that the belief in a supernat- 
ural Power is not universal, and that religion in some 
peoples is feebly manifestcd. The Chinese are said to 
be such a people. But if the religious feelings are 
susceptible of decay, the same is true of the moral 
feelings, the sense of ethical justice and ethical truth. 
If the feebleness and corruption of conscience does not 
nlÏlitate against the doctrine of a native and uuiversal 
principle of rectitude, the SaIne is true of a similar low 
state of religious convictions. In both cases, the 
seeming exception establishes the rule. 
The two essential characteristics of the human 
n1Ïnd are self-consciousness and self-determination. 
'fhe one is indispensable to the other; for if the deter- 
mination of the will is a conscious act, it is not less 
true that if the voluntary power were absolutely inact- 
ive or wanting, that distinct separation of self from 
the world without, which is involved in self-conscious- 
ness, is not supposablc. N ow, for the realizing of 
self-consciousness, the Inind is thus dependent upon 
the existence of the ,yorld without us, and in our 
mental states are always found elements derived from 
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this outer world to wl1Ïch we are so closely united. In 
this dependence, we have decisive proof that the soul- 
the spiritual part-is not self-originated. At the same 
time ".e know equally well that it is not .deri,.ed fl'OlD 
material nature, for it is toto !/cncre distinct fr0111 the 
wOJ
ld of matter, and in the sphere of Nature the law 
holds that like }Jrodllces like. In this twofold con- 
viction lies the first suggestion of an infinite personali- 
ty, the li,ing creator and God, fronl whom our finite 
soul derives its being. Intimately connected with this 
presage or incipicnt faith, is the conscious suhjection 
of the will to an authoritative law which yet the will 
docs not impose upon itself, but which is identified 
with the will of the Being frOlll whom the soul 
springs, ,yhile at the same time through this law, his 
holy character, if not clearly discerned, is indistinctly 
divined. rrIms in the background of our TI10ral and 
spiritual natures, God is iInmediatcly rm'raled, the 
ground of onr heing, at once our Creator and Lord. 
rrhus we can understand how, with eyery frcsh 
awakening of conscicnce, God is Yividly present to the 
consciousness; and the natural voice of guilt, as well 
as of dependence, is prayer.! 


I The doct1"Ìne of the preceding paragrnph is prcscnted, ill sub- 
stilllce, by Julius 
[üllèr, Lcltre VOl" cler Siiwle, I. 101 sCll. Compare 
the argument of Hugo of St. Yictor from the e
istencû of the soul, 
anù the similar at.gument of T.ockc (EIJ
ay on Ihe ï1U1C1"standill{ì, 
B. iv. c. 10). The main l'ropo
ition of J.ocle is that cogitable exist- 
ence cannot be prmll1ccd out of incogitaùlc, the minur l'rcmisc 
being that the human mind is a cogitaùle uistencc. 
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It should be observed that we l1aye not been 
framing an argU111ent to prove the existence of God. 
"\Vhat we have said is rather an analysis of conscious- 
ness for the purpose of unfolding the elements that 
enter into it, and of showing that the consciousness of 
self in,"olves as a condition, not only an imlnediate 
knmYledge of the external world, but equally a faith in 
God. The world, self, and God, are the t.hree factors, 
which are the elements of our personal consciousness.! 
It is the prevailing habit of GenTIan writers to 
describe our imlnediate faith as the cOJlsciousness 0/ 
God [Gottes-bewusstseinJ. "\Ve are said to be con- 
scious of that which is the object of immediate knowl- 
edge. That we are conscious of the outward world, 
or the objects of sense-perception, is phraseology 
sanctioned in the philosophy of Sir "\Villiam Hamilton. 
That we are conscious of self, or phraseologyequiva- 
lent to this, is current in speech. The external object 
so directly manifests itself to us that we know that it 
exists. Thus, also, self or the conscious ego, is so 
TI1anifested in consciousness that we know that we 
exist. The analogous fact respecting the Divine being 
is dcnoted by the tel'ln God-consciousness, or conscious- 
ness of God. 
The phenomena of our religious consciousness 
would be imperfectly described, if we pointed out sim- 


1 That faid. in tbe uucouùitioned being is "an original factor of 
our thinking," not derived from the law of causality, but implied in 
it, is well shown by Ulrici, Gatt und die .Natur, p. 606. 
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ply the belief in God which is awakencd in the man- 
ner delineated above. Yitally associated with this 
awakening faith, is the attraction towards communion 
with God, or the ill,,-ard gravitation of the soul towards 
the Being in whom it lives, which forms an essential 
foundation of prayer and worship. 
Attention is also requircd to the fact that faith in 
God is primarily a mattcr of feeling. They who are 
wont to consider the nlind a congeries of faculties, in 
which thought., feeling, and will are coördinate, find it 
hard to comprehend this. 1 But when we look to the 
genesis of our ideas, to the In'ocess in which intclli- 
gence is developed, we discover that feeling is antece- 
dent. In regard to the knowledge we haye of the 
outer world, sensation, in which the n1Ìlld is acted upon, 
precedes perception. Now the fceling of God, or, to 
use a llJore e-xpressive term, the sense of God, prccedcs 
the distinct idea. The l'ccognition of God, though 
including an activity of the intelligencc, is grounded 
in, and pervaded hy, feeling. rrIte error of Schlcicrma- 
cher did not consist in his founding piety in feeling, as 
a psychological fact, but it lay ill his confining picty to 
the incipient stage of faith. lIe would shut up the 
mind, as far as the exercise of piety is con('crned, to 
the consciommcss of its own state, with no reference 


1 "Eine PSJchologie, dio aus Erkcnnen, Bege}lf(-'n uml !"Ü)Jlen 
drei coordinirte Formeu des Bcwusstseins macht, heLt aHe )Iõg- 
lichhit auf, in <1icscr Sacho etwas zu erklärcn." Nitzsch, ''''ystem d. 
Cltrist. Leltre, p. 2:3. Compare the noto on 1). 27, in reply to 
Sch w artz. 
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of that state to a distinct personal object. It is just 
as if we were to stop with simple sensation, instead of 
through sensation advaÙcing to the perception of the 
world without us. \Ve are supposed to be conscious 
of a certain 111ental state, the feeling of dependence, as 
we are sensible of an ache in a liInb, and there, as far 
as piety is concerned, the Inatter ends. Schleiermacher 
was also wrong in resolving piety wholly into the 
feeling of dependence; since the yearning for com- 
n1union with God, not to speak of the feeling of obli- 
gation, is an equally essential element; but this is 
comparatively a venial error. The mystic, who makes 
feeling directly percipient, is still Inore at fault. As 
we humbly conceive, the truth is tlmt the mind is 
affected in certain ways, in the department of feeling, 
by the great Being in whOln we live and move, just as 
self and the outward world l11ake themselves felt in 
consciousness; and the states of consciousness thus 
originating frOlll God involve and beget an immediate 
faith in lIis existence-a faith, however, in which feel- 
mg, as it is the root, is likewise the predominant cle- 
l11ent. For example, relnorse of conscience includes 
a sense of accountability, and this implies a sense of 
God. The feeling itself is God's work in the soul, 
and is felt to he so. God is believed in, through this 
feeling, not by a process of argument, but immediately. 
lIe is, literally speaking, manifesting I-limself to the 
soul. It is true that Inen may discredit the n1a!lifesta- 
tions of God in the soul, and disbelieve in him. So 
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they may speculate the1l1se1ves out of the belief in the 
reality of the external world, or even of their own 
existence. They may deny, and have Jenied, tlle 
reality of a moral law binding on the conscience, and 
quench tl1Ìs light that is in them. rl'he belief in 
God is, also, largely depcl1den! on the state of the will ; 
in this respect, that the a1ienation of the win and heart 
from that Being may ,,"eaken and well-nigh deaden 
thi
 faith. N or should we overlook the truth that it 
is also dependent upon the will of God, who may 
withdraw or intensify those manifestatiolls of I Iimsclf 
in which it originates. rl1questionahly, the effect of 
sin is to reduce this implanted fait.h, so that in most 
men it appears as an obscure yearning after an object 
distant and .dimly conceived. This state of the sinful 
mind is described ill Scripture as a feeling after God. 
Ivlen grope, as in the dark, for IIim "who is not far 
f1'0111 everyone of us," but Wh01l1 we "did not choose 
to retain in our knowledge." 1 
It is rellmrkahle that in Germany almost all the 
writers of note, of all schools in philo
ophy, ullit(' in 
regarding belief in God as an immediate act of the 
so111, aud as rooted in feeling. This is conceded eyen 
hy the lIcge1ians. 'l'hey allow that such is the charac- 
ter of this faith in thr primitive stage, and oIlly l'On- 
tend, in accordance with their system, that snch faith 


1 Clem. psychological explanations relative to our primitiyo reJi. 
gious faith or feeJing may be found in the c
cellent wOl.k of Ulrici, 
Gùtl 'I.tnd die Nalllr, pp. GIO, (j
O. The entire chapter is yall1able. 
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is only a rudÎll1entary condition of consciousness, to be 
supplanted by its maturer developn1ent. Theologians 
who, though influenced by Schleiermachcr, have con- 
structed their systems in an independent spirit, such 
as Nitzsch and Twestcn, Julius l\Iüller and Rothe, in 
common with Trendelenberg, Ritter, Ulrici, and other 
philosophers of various schools, substantially agree in 
the doctrine that religion originates in an immediate 
faith, and emanates frOln no empirical source. SUell, 
in fact, is the old doctrine of theology. An obscure 
knowledge of GO(l-a 'Ilotitia dei-was held to be im- 
planted in the soul, and to be the inunediate witness 
to God's existence. Such is the doctrine of Calvin 
and l\Ielancthon, to say nothing of their forerunners 
and followers. l . 
'Yhat now IS the purport and the force of the 
several argull1ellts for the existence of God? 'Ve 
reply that these proofs are the different luodes' in 
which faith expresses itself, and seeks confirmation. 


1 Calvin pronounces it an incontrovertible truth that"' the human 
mind, ewn by natural instinct, has some sense oÌ Deity "-divinitatis 
sensum. lie afiìrms that" men universally know that tLere is a 
God; " that ., some sense of the Divinity is inscribed on every heart." 
"Unde colligimus," he adds, "non esse doctrinam quae in 8cholis 
discenda sit, sed ClijUS sibi q'llisque ab 1ltero magi.
ter est." Tllere is a 
natural "propensity to religion" in men, says Calvin, and an ine- 
radicable knowledge of God, which manifests itself in the worst men 
in spite of their will. See the Institutes, B. I., ce. ii. anù iii. :Me- 
lancthon says: "vult enim deus agnosci et eelebrari; ct fulsisset 
illustris et firma 1I0titia Dei in mentibus hominum, si natura homi
 
num man
isset integra." Loci Communes, I. De Deo. 
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In them, faith, or the ohject of faith, is more exactly 
conceived and defined; and in them is found a cor- 
roboration, not arbitrary but substantial and "Valuable, 
of that faith ,,-hich springs fr0111 the SOlÙ itself. Such 
proofs, therefore, are neither, on the one hand, of t11em- 
selves sufficient to create and sustain faith, nor are they, 
on the other hand, to be set aside as of no weight. 
The arguments for the being of God are capable of 
being classified in "Various ways. "r e shall consider 
them here under the tl1fee heads of the ontological, 
the cosmological, and the teleological arguments-the 
moral 
rgument being embraced under the teleological, 
where it properly belongs. 
1. The Ontological proof proceeds from the idea 
of God, attempting to deduce thcrefr0111 the truth of 
His existence. The geTlu of tl1Ïs proof is ill Augustin. 
It appears in its riper fo1'1n in the celcbrated argumcnt 
of Anselm. The objection that the idea of the nlOst 
perfect being imaginable is after aU only au imagina- 
tion, Anselm endeavored to parry by the statement 
that this idea is-ê1r from being an arbitrary notioll, like 
the image which fancy forms of the lost island (the 
illustration of Gannilo), but is strictly a necessary idea, 
in the sense that the n1ÏlHl cannot escape fr0111 enter- 
taining it. rl'he argumcnt of ...\nschll stands in "ital 
connection with his Realistic philosophy. I But he 


1 A bcing in the mind and ß being in 'l'e, require the supposition 
of 3. genus-hence a being, according to Realism-embracing Loth. 
The true sense of ..Anselm's nrgull1cnt is Lest appreciated bJ TIitter. 
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fails to show that e-xistence in re is an attribute enter- 
ing into a concept, and fans into the error of inferring 
t he existence of a thing from the definition of a word. 
Des Cartes assunled the existence of God to account 
for the IJresence in the human mind of the idea of 
the infinite and perfect being. As nluch reality, he 
thought, HUlst belong to the cause as is found in the 
effect; and tl1Ïs holds good where the effect is an idea. 
The idea of the infinite and perfect God cannot be 
produced in the mind by the things that surround us 
in the world. It implies, therefore, for its cause the 
Being hinlself. This reasoning does not carry full 
conviction; and if the additional fact of a yearning to 
break through the bonds of our finite being and to 
comnl1111e with. a higher Power, be introduced, we are 
brought back to the original fa
th which precedes 
logical argument. 
Yet the ontological argmnent, even tllOugh it be 
fallacious, is not without an indirect yalue. It pre- 
sents a true conception of God, regarded as a possible 
being. The being than whom no higher can be con- 
ceived, in case lIe exists, exists necessarily. 


Geschichte d. Christ. Pltil., III. 337. Th.e validity of Anselm's argu- 
ment is maintained by the Cambridge Platonist, Henry More, in the 
early part of his Antidote to Atheism. It should be observed that 
All5elm's argument is to be found in the Proslogium, and in the Reply 
to Gaunilo. The earlier form of the argument in the Monologiu17t 
resembles more nearly the argument of Augustin. Yet it is import- 
ant as showing the Realistic foundation on which the later argument 
rests. 
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2. The Cosmological arguluent starts from the con- 
tingent character of all things presented to observation. 
rrheir changeful and dependent character implies the 
existence of an unchangeable and independent Being. 
The principle of causation unquestionably involves a 
belief in a First Cause, or a Cause which is not at the 
same time an effect: otherwise existences are traceable 
to no cause, and the principle of causatíon is n1ade 
void. An eternal series is an absurd hypothesis, 
ince 
it would he a series of effects without a cause. Elim- 
inate the clement of time (which is not a cause), and 
the series becomes like a single momentary evrnt, 
which would be an event without a cause. 'Ve are, 
therefore, compelled to believe in something which is 
eternal and independent. The defect of the argument 
is that it contains no strict proof of the personality of 
this eternal Being. It docs not carry us necessarily 
beyond the Absolute of Pantheism. 
This is the .defect of Dr. Samuel Clarke's .attempt- 
ed demonstration of the being of God fro1l1 the attri- 
butes of necessary existence. 'Vhen he wOlùd prove 
the intelligence of the necessary being, he falls back 
upon the a-postcliori proof from marks of design in 
the world. 
Tlnl
 the cos1l1ological argument estahlishcs the 
e-xistence of an eternal being, the cause or ground of 
all things, Lut does not fully satisfy the mind that I Ie 
is inteHigent and free. 
3. The 'feleological argument is the proof from 
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final causes. \Ye discern, for example In the struc- 
ture of our own bodies, and in the material existences 
nround us, features which, as we ÌIwoluntarily feel, 
presuppose the agency of a free and intelligent cfluse. 
Through the action of our n1Ïnds and the works of 
man, we are made familiar with the operation of intel- 
ligence; and when we are confronted by phenomena 
strikingly analogous to the known expressions of our 
intelligence, we are authorized to attribute them to a 
like cause. 
The theory of a plastic force, or blindly working 
agency in Nature, sinlÏlar to the supposed working of 
instinct in an anÌlnal or of the principle of growth in 
the plant, is sOlllctinlcs brought forward in opposition 
to the doctrine of final causes. The objection is falla- 
cious; since the admitted "blindness" of that which 
is conceded to operate with the wisdOlll and precision 
of intelligence, is the very circumstance which carries 
us beyon.d the secondary cause and inspires the belief 
in a free and intelligent Power. 
Sir \Villianl Hamilton affirIns that tbe argument 
from final causes is not valid, unless it be presupposed 
that the IUllnan n1Ïnd is a free intelligence. l It is true 
that if the hUlllan mind itself be the product of an 
unintelligent force, as materialistic theories imply, the 
external ,,"orIel Inight not irrationally be thought to 
emanate frOlll the smne source. Both nlan and nature 
might be thought to be due to a comnlon cause. It 


1 IIamilton's Jfetaphysics (Am. Ed.), p. 22. 
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should be added, however, that the impression made 
by external X ature is a sign of our inbred eon,"irtion 
that wc do indeed originate our actions, in the exer- 
cise 
f intelligence and freedOlll; and under this suppo- 

ition, the argument from final canses in X ature retains 
its force. rro set before it ends and choose means for 
attaining them is the distincti,"e act of miud. 
The ph) sico-theological proof, or the proof fr01n 
design in the works of Nature, is one of the oldest, 
most m1ÌYer
ally impressi\'e, and justJy con,"illcing of 
the yarious arguments for a personal God. It has 
been set forth by a series of "Titers from Socrales and 
Cicero to Palcy, and acquires frcsh illustration with 
every new ùisco\'e1'Y in physical scicnce. It is brought 
fonrard .n the Scril)tures, as being sufficient to render 
ungoùliness a sin. rrhe de,"otional parts of the Bible 
abound in appeals to the testimony to the e
isteucc of 
God which his works present. l 
The yalidity of this argument is not destroyed hy 
the Darwinian theory that all living species arc ùes- 
cended from a COUllllon parentage; unless indeed this 
theory is allowed to Tlln into materialism by hringing 
the launall soul into the saUle category with auimal mHI 
\"{'gctaùle life. -\Vere the Darwinian specuJation e5tab- 
li
hed as a truth of science, the physico-theologieal 
proof would still be good. J'or if all species arc rc- 


1 Onc of the most impres&Ì\"c discussions of the subject of Filial 
Causes is the cJlapter on the Zll
eck, in Trelldl!lèllbl'r
's L()(Ji
clk: 
r,tfasuchull(Jcn (re.bed cd.). 
;
7 
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dnced to one, the same marks of design still remain in 
that one comprehensive species; and however far back 
we go in tracing the genesis of living things, the signs 
of the agency of a superior intelligence are ind
lihly 
stamped upon the whole system. 
Yet it must be confessed that the' physico-theologi- 
cal argument, considered in the light of a strict prooÎ, 
lacks cOlTIpletencss. In the first place, it rather 
suggests the idea of a builder or moulder of matter, 
than of an original Creator. To be sure, the Being 
who constructed Nature 111ust haye a profound knowl- 
edge of the properties of 11latter; but then there have 
been philosophers, ancient and lTIodern, who have held 
that matter itself is cternal. I In the second place, 
Nature is at best a finite product, and we are not 
authorized, in strict logic, to infer an infinite wisdOll1 
and power in its l\lakcr. fro identify omnipotence 
with 'exceedingly great po\ver as Pvley does, is to rea- 
son loosely and to abandon the proper conception of 
God. 'Ye will not dwell OIl seeming infelicities which 
111eet us in the constitution of Nature, and which occa- 
sion perplexity. lrinally, it is possihle, without any 
violation of logic, to consider N atul'C to be the product 
of uuintelligent forces operating in pnrsnance of an 
inherent law. The Pantheistic hypothesis is logically 
admissible. 


1 Yet, this objection of Kant proceeds on the notion of a possible 
separation of matter and force, which science does Dot favor. See 
Uh"ici, Colt mal -,-Yat1l1", p. 401. 
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The office of the physico-tlwological argument, 
therefore, is, first, to educe 
md, secondly, to corroborate 
the faith in God which, as we hare before explained, 
is an original possession of the human soul. It is a 
probable argument, deriving its probability frolll the 
anticipating faith which is defined and fortified through 
these outward ulauifcstations of God in Nature. 
rfhere is a teleology in History, as well as III 
?\ attIre. Eyents conspirc, through long periods of 
time, for the accomplishmcnt of certain enùs. _\11 
thi1Jgs are seen to ,york together for the securing of 
these ends. The thouglltful studeut of History is not 
less impressed with the proofs of forecast mal fa 1'- 
reaching providential control, than the thoughtful 

tl1dent of 1\ ature is struck ,,,ith the traces of crcati,-e 
wisdom Hnù will in the material ,rodd. 
The moral argument is put by Kant in the follow- 
ing form: we are made for t "-0 ends, morality or 
holinpss, and happiness. These two ends, in the 
present state of existence, fl'e(lllently f
lÍI to coincide; 
the former is chosen at the expense of the latter. 
lIenee we are oL1iged hy the practical reason to sup- 
pose a future state, and a Goel hy wtom the ;}stclll is 
adjusted or completed, and righteousness cOlillectcd 
\\ ith happiness. 
Far morc ilupresöive is the proof \vhicÏ1 lies in the 
lllOre direct evidences of a moral adlllillist!;ltioll oyer 
this world. The distrihutioll of natural good and evil, 
eyen though the system of moral governml'nt iç; 
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unfinished in this life; is sufficient both to prove the 
existence of a divine Governor, and to evince, as 
But1er has cogently argued, that He approves of virtue 
find condemns vice. IIistory is the record of judg- 
ments exercised over beings endued with a free and 
responsible nature. Rewards and punishments are 
allotted to individuals and nations, and the spectacle 
is one which is adapted to convince reflecting minds 
that God reigns. 
Yet this argulnent is not one that compels acquies- 
cence. I t is possible for the mind to rcst in the 
theory of a self-executing 1110ral sJstmn or lllOral orùer, 
to the exclusion of the agency of a personal being. 
N or are tl1ere wanting adherents of such a theory. 
'l'rue, it seems untenable save on a necessitarian phi- 
losophy in which moral liberty is sacrificed. Yet the 
theory is one fron1 wl1ich its adherents can be driven 
by no compulsion of logic. As in the case of the 
previous arguments, we have to fall back on the im. 
meùiate feeling of the mind. Faith is elicited and 
confirmed, but not begotten, by the traces of a 
righteous llloral administration, which are observed in 
the course of this world's history. 
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of the dis,- IUW'S of Ch..-t, Ill; 
the Hellenic cultufl... .md Lhcol()
eal 
character of ilB author, 117; it,. 
relation to the .Ap(leal
 pse, I 
:J 
Beq. ; its 1J.",t chapter I) ; III 0\ ing it,. 
gcmûncnc
s, l
fI; it" geDuinen:.>I'''' 
l:cfi'llded a
 
 in"t RHlr, I;' 1 !-eq. 
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.Tom" the Apostle. his residence at 
Ephesus, 37; his knowledge of the 
Greek language, 1
0. f:ee Jo!tn'S 
Go.pel. 
.J CSTIN MARTYR, his date, 46; bis 
use of" 
Iemoirs by the Apostles," 
4 7; alleged use of uncanonical 
gospel histories, 48; use of the 
fourth Gospel, 50 seq.; his devia- 
tions from the Gospels, 201; on 
judaizing Christians, 313; on the 
person of Christ, 335. 


]( ANT, his system, 3:5 1. 


l OGOS, origiu of the idea of, 120 
.J seq. 
LUKE'S Gospel, its origiu, 180 seq.; 
value of its prologue, IS!", 
48, 
3tì7. 



 I ARCIOX, his tell('t
, 59, 183; his 
treatment of the Gospels, 59; 
his acquaintance with John's Gos- 
pel, 60 seq.; relation of his Gospel 
to the Gospel of Luke, 184 seq. 
MATTHEW, Gospel of, its relation to the 
Gospel of the Hebrews, 167; the 
prophccies of the Second Advent 
in, 169; Tübingen theories respect- 
ing, 173. 

IEYER, his wrong interpretation of 
Papias, 161. 
MILL, J. f:., on Compte, 541 n. 
Miracles, the question of their reality 
of prime importance, 12; nature 
and function of the christbn, 471 ; 
not merely relative, 472; defined 
by Augustin, Spinoza, Schleiermach- 
er, 473, 474; not violations of nat- 
ural law, 478; not contrary to ex- 
perience, 481 ; possibility of, 482 ; 
probability of, 486; fallacy of 
Burne':,; argument against, 494; 
special fuuction of, 49G; fallacy of 


INDEX. 


objections to, 500; tlleir relation 
to moral proof8, 303, "hy no 
longer necessary, 510. 
:l[oHA\1m:D, his character, :527; hi" 
life by Sprenger, 527. 
:MCLLER, Julius, on miracle
, 478. 
499; on the genesis of the hdj('f 
in God, t;G7 n. 
)!rLLER, K. 0., on tIll' origin of m
- 
thology, 341. 
Mysticism, characteriæd, 8. 
Myths and mythology, definition of a 
myth, 3-H; origin of myths, 34
 
8eq. 


N AZ
\.REXE
, origin of the, 317; 
their opinion rcspecting Chl'ist. 
318. 
N"ORTON, his ,'icw oÎ the Gospel 11('- 
moit.s used by Justin, 49 n.; 51>. 


PA1KE, his A!Je of Reason, 4. 
Pantheism, diffusion of, 
6; at 
the bottom of modern unheliet
 311 ; 
definition of, 549; as held by Spi- 
noza, 519; of Fichte, 5;:;3; oÎ Schel- 
ling, 5:54; of Hegel, 555; an UIl- 
tenable theory, 5;:;7 seq.; error of 
its fundamental position, ::;57; fail:; 
to solve the proLlem of knowledgl>, 
ó:59; its false conception (,4 the 
Absolute, 53!); unalJle to deduce 
finite from infinite being, õûO; its 
God, not the .Absolute, 560; its ob- 
jections to theism, groundless, 560 
seq. ; against our moral intuitions, 
562. 
PALEY, his Homc Paulinae, 251. 
PAPIAS, his testimony to John's Gos. 
pel, 56; hi:; testimony respecting 
l\Iatthew and Mark, 160 seq., 363; 
his work, 166; on the origin of 
Mark's Go.:>pel, 177; not a Judai- 
zeI', 292. 
P ARKF.R, ThC'odore, character of his 
criticbm, 4;:;0; on the canonic:!l 



Gospels, 450; on miraeles, 4':;1; 
his doctrjne of the Ab50lute Reli- 
gion, 4j
; defect of his theology, 
4':;:3 ; his po
ition as to Theism, 45:). 
PASCAl, !.:is dcfinition of a miraele, 

71. 
PASCII \L controversies of the second 
century, 108 seq. 
P AGL, his controversy \\ ith Peter, 
:!:!:
; his hlst visit to Jerusalem, 
2
.1, 
:57; his rdJ.tiOIlS to Petcr 
and the other apo.5tles, 232 seq,; 
his circumcision of Timothy, 233 ; 
gcnuinene:::s of the Epistles ascribed 
to him, 2ï':;; his doctrine of the 
person of Clll.bt, 321 seq.; his e\i- 
ùence of the HesurrcctiOIl of Christ, 
379, 38(); theory of Baur and 
Stmuss R:; to his conversion, 45!) ; 
testimony of the authorities as to 
bis cO::lversiou, 4(;
; fallacy of the 
skeptic.ll thcOl'i
s as to his conver- 
sion, 464; defect of Baur's theor)", 
.1M; his cf)llversion not a vision, 
4,.8. 
P A uu;s, hi:,' FC:ICII1C of intcrpretation, 
3 Hi. 
PETER, the 
\l1o:;llc, hi:> 1st Epistlt., 
275; why thoug;ht to be the found- 
er of thc I{om
n ehureh, 307. 
PEnn, apocryphal liospcl of, HIS. 
PHILO, his conception of the Messiah, 
12
. 
POI.YCAItP, 41; his testimony to 
John's C:ospcl, :>7. 
POLYCIL\H:';;, 37; his testimony to 
John's Go"pel, 43, 78. 
PosItivism. Sec ('u,uple. 
POTHlXl"S, 78. 
Protest:ll1ti>o'm, it:" doctrine concerning 
the P.ulc of F.J.Ïth, 7. 
Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, Gl n.; 
their reccption accounted for, 8:! ; 
origin and chamcter of, 2
fI seC}. ; 
repre:;,mtctl no considerable party, 
802; pcr\"e!'se use of by the Tü- 


INDI:X. 
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bingeu school, 304; theit' type of 
Ebionitism, 2f'.4. 
PTOI E\IAEl"S, his use of John's Gos- 
pel, 6
. 


R.\ TIO:\'".-\LIS)I, charaeterlzcJ, ;, 
L 19 seq. 
REYAX, his Life of Clo.isl contmsted 
"ith Paine's Age of Rca.
on, 4; 
his disbelief in miracles, 13; hi
 
concessions, 36J; his legendary 
theory, 433 seq., 440; on the 
monotheism of the Semitic nation:", 
4:1
; on the d.lie and authorship 
of the Gospel:-l, 43:>; hig interpre- 
tations, 41 
; his concept ion of 
Christ, 4-18. 
Roman Catholic church, its RaIl' of 
Faith, 7. 
Roman chur
h, pt'cdominantly (icn- 
tile, 30.:; ; not under judaizing influ- 
ence, 305; tradition of its founda- 
tion by Peter, 307. 
nOTlIE, his dochine of Inspir.ttion, 10. 


S cm:LLIXG, on the origin of my- 
thology, :a I; his philo:òüphieal 
system, ':;.H. 
SCIILEIER'L\.cIIFn, his interpretation 
of 7"à Àól'la in Papia!-, 1GI ; hi.. hy- 
pothcsis respectin:; the .\cts, 249; 
his notion of mimeleo:, -173; his 
tlteory as to the origin of religion, 
G'jl). 
:-:'OS:IWf'GLER, 81. 

ErtAPIO:'-, on the Or,.pel of Fda, 83. 
SIIEXKEL, on the date of John's Gos- 
pel, 77 n. 
S1.epticÏ:;m and rnbe1ict
 tune of, 1 
scq. ; ùiffusion of, õ. 
SOCRA n:::, his idea of his mission, 
fí30. 
SPIXOZA, his definition of a mirnc!e, 
473; his system, 5-19 8eq. 
SUXLEY, his IIbtory of the Jen i:-ù 
church, 16. 
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Tlauss, D. F., his interpretation of 
Luke xiii, 34 sel}. (
Iatt. x'i.iii. 37 
seq.), 100 seq. i his use of the apo- 
cryphal Gospels, Hn i Ilis mythi- 
cal theory, 339 seq. i tegs theques- 
tion, 341 i hi::; mythical theory ex- 
plained, 317 i and disproved by the 
belief of the Apostles and of Jesns 
in his :Messiahship, 351 i by the ab- 
sence of a body of disciples to 
whom the myths can be ascribed, 
a34 i by the gcnuineness of the 
Gospels of the canon, 360 i by the 
want of time for myths to spring 
up, 36B; by the ctaracter of those 
times, 369; ty the faith of the 

\ postles in the Resurrection of 
Christ, 379; ty the testimony of 
the took of A.cts, 389; by the con- 
nection of the supernatnral anù the 
mtnr:!l in the life of Christ, 390 ; 
hy the arbitrary character of the 
criticism of Stranss, 396; by the 
inability to connect myths with 
their alleged moùels and motives, 
407 i by its inconsistency with a 
fair view of the tempers of the 
founders of Christianity, 411; by 
its inability to explain Christ ani 
Christianity, 414 i by the false and 
demoralizing philosophy at its root, 
417 i his restatement of lti,
 tlwor!J, 
4
1 seq.; his relation to BanI', 


INDEX. 


421; his remarks on the origin of 
the Gcspels, 4
4 i en the use of the 
fiospels in Jl'stb, 4:'7, in Papias, 
4
7 i on 1
ardon, 428 i spirit of his 
seeOilù l'ook, 430 i its stoicism, 
431; on the conversion of Paul, 
459. 


T ATL\S, his t.:stimony to Jolm's 
Gospel, 43. 
TERTn,LIA
, his tcstimo:lY to John's 
Gospel, 3\); on l\hrcion's treatment 
of the Gospeh, 6
 i on Yalcntinus' 
treatment of the Gospel", 63; on 
the tendency to mon:lrchianism, 
337. 
THEOPIIILIiS of 
\ntioeb, his testimorry 
to John's Gospel, 41. 
Tradition, natnre of the argument 
from i proves the gennineness of 
the fourth GOi3pcl, 77 scq. 
Tübingcn 
chool, its }"l:jection of mÏ1'- 
ades, 14 i its theory as to the 
fourth Gospel, 34 i its thcory as 
to the first Gospel, 1 ì3; on )!:trk's 
Gospel, 178. See Raw", it: O. 


ULTIICI, 011 primitke rcli:;ious faith 
or feelin:;, 571. 


VALEXTINL"S, his use of John's 
Gogpc1, 62 seq. 



THE VICARIOUS SACRIFICE. 


Gt'ollnde] in Principles of Universal Obligation, by HORA.CE BUSIIXELL, D.D. 1 vol., 
8\'0., 552 pages. Price 83.00. 
PART 1. 
.J.'.vtlti Ig SuperlativJ in Vic!lI'iolts Sacrifice, 01. above the Univel',
al PI'ÙlCipTC,
 of RigId 
and Dllty.-In Fi-cc Ohapters. 


COIOTJ:rITS. 


I.-The 
reaning of Vicarions Sacrifice. 
n.-The Eternal Father in Yicarious 
acrifice. 
III.-The Holy Spirit in Yica1'Ïous Sacrifice. 
IV.-The Good Angels in \ïcarions 
acrifice. 
V.-All Souls redeemed to be in Vical'iou.
 Sacrifice. 


PART II. 
The Life and Sacrifice of eliTist is what he duelJ to become a Renovating and Sari-/g 
Power.-In 4: Olwptel.s. 
I.-Uses and :rrelations of the Hcaling 
[jni3hT. 
n.-Christ's Object in the Hcaling of Souls. 
lII.-IIe is to be God's Power in \\ol'killg such Recovery. 
IV-How he be(:omes 80 great a PO\\Cl'. 
p 
\R TIlL 
The Relations of God's Law and Jastice to llis savin!} Wurk in GIII.i.
t. 
I.-The Law before Go\ernment. 
n.-Instituted Government. 
III.-The Antagonism bet\\cen Justice and Mercy. 
IV.-Thc Law PI'ecept duly sanctified. 
V.-Legal Enforccnll'nts not ùimini;;;hcd. 
VI.-God's Rectoral lIonor effectively maintained. 
VIr .-J ustification by Faith. 
PAnT IV. 
Saaificial Symbols, theil' Uscs. 
I.-Sacrifice and Blood, anù their "Gses. 
II.-.\tonement-l'ropitiation and Expiation. 
II L- PI'actieal lJ hCS anù \\' ays of Preaching. 


CHRIST AND HIS SAL V ATION. 


In 
ermons vm.:on;;ly relateù thercto. By lIoR\cE ßLSII"iEI.I., D. D. 1 \"01., 12mo, 
460 page
. Price S
 00, 
.. 'iYc do not know whero to loo]... among modcrn writers fur any discnlus,'s so full of thE' "ital 
8n(1 neoessnry e)""lt'nts 01 Chri"tianit)., "" compact of thOIlg'ht, 50 I>l'archin:.r antllo:!ÏI'al. 50 rich In 
IInOl>tentlltiollS learning', I!O lucid in treatment, 50 uttral'tive in style," &c.-lIul t,(o,.d EV'lI(J. rl't88. 
.. They are no! only learn cd an.l eloquent expositions of thc scriptural way of 
ßIYßtlon, but 
warm, mellow anel r!l'lidulI!!, as ripencd autuillnal fmits gathercd In the gurden of the Lord.- 
N. J: Clt,.i"tic/II Ill l elligclwCI'. 


CHARACTER OF JESUS 


FOl'billùir.g his possible cla.:;.;ification with men. ßr IIORACE B(;SIl
ELL, D. D. 1 vcr, 
neat volume, bound i
1 unique style. Price 81 00. 
In this little volume \\ e rcprint, witb consent of the nuthor, the tcnth chaplt r of 
" Sat/uc and Sup'rnatllral." 



BOOKS PUBL1SnED BY CHAS. SCRIB
ER &; CO. 


NATURE AND THE SUPERNATURAL, 
AS TOGETHER CONSTITUTING THE ONE SYSTE
I OF GOD 


BY REV. HORACE BUSllNELL, D.D. 


1 vol. 8vo., 550 pages. $2 25. 


.. '\V h:!.tever misgivinlr may exist In !lny mind In taking up this last and grelitest work 
of Dr. BusbneU.s, Wl' believe wi:I soon be swept awa}' by its tide of argument and elo- 
quence. It deals with the greatest problems that can engage tbe mind of man. Dr. 
BushneU, with a clenr, penetrating I>agneity, and with remarkable gra
p of tbought. 
eeizes at once the most obnoxious and dangerous f<!atures of modern scepticism, and 
lubmits tbem to a s('rutiny which exposes their Inherent native deformity. The author 
II1ms at a noble mark, and, in ourjudgment, reacbes It. The work will rank very bigh 
among the literary and theological productions of the present century".-.New Y01'! 
If:f:an(Jelist 
"Tbe discussion Is conducted with great ability, abounlUng.ln large views, profound 
arguments and apt ilIustra
iolis. It is a quiver full of arrows wberewith to llef<!nd the 

Itadel of Trulh against the ass:&u!ts of Science, falsely 110 caIled "-CM'i8tian Infelli- 

encer. 
'. A noble monnment of tbe earnest and talented author.s production to religiou8 

ience and literature. As a solution of tbe difficulties which modern schools of l,hil- 
080phy have raised against a supernatural 
ystem of grace, we regard this as by fur the 
alolest work which hns appE'ared since l
ntionalism opened its assaults upon the Chris- 
tian faith. It should be among the first books purchnscd by the minister in making ul' 
a librnry, however scanty."-.New r01'k Independent. 


WIIAT TIlE QUARTERLY REVIEWS SAY. 


The 
\Torth .Ame1'ican Review says :-" The author has rendered a most important 
øervlce to Christian Faith, both as rE'gards the external facts of our religion, and thl" 
more recondite eXl,erience of its true disciples. We accept his theory in its essential 
features, and rejoice in the ability and lucidness with which it 15 here developed." 
The Princeton Revie10 8;IYS :-" It Is quite the most able and ,'all\a1Ie uf Dr. Bush- 
ncll's works on theulogy. It of course bears thl' imprint of the author.s genius, in it
 
fresh and brilliant ,liction, its ,.ffluent originaIit}' and bewitching felicity of illustration. 
Its cpisodic passnges of miln-ellous ooauty and eloquence." 
The Ne1D En(Jlander sa}'s :-" To many who Cßre liltl.. for the nllmt>, but have SIghed 
for tbe reality of an established faith, it will prove a t('r.lson ti,r which their hearts will 
eVer blE'sS the writE'r. * * * The dpIineation of the character of Jesus is, in our view, 
the finest upon it:! theme in Ens:lish literature. We do not hesit::\te to pronollnl'e it a . 
magnificent book, a truly Christian book, and one pre-eminently adapted to the time! 
In which we II\-e." 
The .A merican 1ñ.eolo(Jical Review mays :-" We lire prepared to sny that we ha v(' 
.ever followt'd 50 elOllc an(l so forcible an argument, that was at tbe ..me time .0 read- 
able. It fa olle of the freshest boob or the season, or of any season . 



BOOKS PUBLISHED BY ClUS. SCP.Iß8EH & CO. 


NOTICES OF N.ÂTURE 4LVD SUPERX.ÂTURAL CONTINUED. 
The Mt,r
r8b'Ur(J Rt,view 8sys :-" We welcome this book with all our henrt, as a 
most valuable I\Cces.
lo\J to the theological literature oCthe age. Dr. TIushnell has con- 
trived to throw Into it the Cull vivacity and freshness of his own nature. It is rich 
\hroughout with thoughts that breßthe and words that glow and bnrn. The bl'ok is 
one which deserves to live, anù that may be e:xpected to take Its place, we t!Jlnk, among 

be enduring works oCthe age." 


SERMONS FOR TI-IE NE'V LIFE. 


BY HORACE BUSIIXELL. D.D. 


1 vol. 12mo. 456 pages. $200. 


CoNTENT8.-I.-Every Man.s Life a Plan of God. H.-The Spirit In Man. lIL- 
Dignity of Uuman Nature shown from Its Ruins. IV.-The Hunger of the Soul. 
V.-The Reason of Fsith. Vl.-Regeneration. VII.-Thfj Personal Love and Lea<l (II 
Christ. YllI.-Llght on the Clond. IX.-The Capacity of l:cIigion Extirplltcd by 
Disuse. Ã.-U IIconscious Influence. Xl.-Obllgation a Privilege. XlI.-Uapplnes!! 
and JO}'. XlII.-The True Pr"blem of Christian Experience. XIV. --'l'heLost Purity 
Restored. XV.-Living to God in SmtiH Things. XV I.-The Power of an Endle511 
Life. XVII.-P.l'spectable Sin. XHn,-The Po,,'er of God in Self.Sacrifice. XIX. 
Dnty not Mell!ured by Our Own Ability. XX.-He that Knows Goll will Confess 
Him. XXI.-The l<:tliciency of the Pa
ive Virtues. XXlI,-SlliJ itual Dlsloùgments. 
XXllI.-CIJ rist us Sel1arate frum the W orId. 


The Methodist Qllartt,rly fÌlr .July !!aYs :-"Our American pulpit bas lately furnlsl.iell 
no volume presentlnst 50 deep a reach of thought in the "peaker, or presupposing so 
nigh a moral and intellectual a('preclatlon on the part of the congr('gatlun. * . Dr. 
Bushnell has 8 deep insi!;bt, and a scarehlng power of tracIng the relations or great 
truths to each other. The overmastering trait of his productions Is cOt)l, stern, slow, 
moving intdlect; yet intellect gpntly Interpenetrated and made malleable by morn! 
feellng-Imaginatioe, too, there is, but none for its own sake." 


The Prin
ton Ref!Ícw sRys:-"'Ihese discourse.", although they appnrentIy differ a 
good deal In charncter, bear the clear impress of Dr. Bushnell's genIus." 
Tho North .Amt,rican R"lJ;t,lc says :-" In original forms of thou!::ht, that hlghes\ 
order of originality, whIch comes more from nice elaborntlon than from \Vßywardspon- 
tanelty, it is surpas
lng!y rich. Another generation will peruse It as a buok that haa 
life In It-the double life of its author and of vital truth." 


The Mvnth1y Rt,[i(JioU8 M<1tJazin
 saYII :-" Nor are these 
ermonll written on 111e 
aame level with any of the author's preceding production!!. They bt-token a deept'r 
experIence. They speak from a richer knowledge. They are the cxI,reseion of" faith 
wrought {laUeIJtly out by 8 harder dlsclpllne." 



FROUDE'S "ENGLAND." 
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By JAMES ASTHONY FROUDE, M. A., late Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford. 
From the fourth London edition. In crown octavo ,.ols. Price, $
.:JO per vol. 
(The first four volumes of t!lis edition now 1.cady; the other ?'oltl1l1eS 1('ill 
foll
w shortly. 
Vols. I. to IV. :r.eign of Henry VlIt Vols. V. and VI. Reigns of Eclw:lrd 
VI. and Mary. V o]s. VII. and VIII. Reign of Elizabeth. 
Mr. :Fronde has shown in his admirable history what new results may be de- 
rh.ed, Her.. in the most beaten track, from a thorough invedigation of the 
original authorities. His researches have thrown a flood of light over the per- 
sonal character of Henry the Eighth and his relation to the great event of 
modern history, the Reformation of Religion in Europe and the British Isles, 
tbat i:; would be iu vain to seek elsewhere. His views often run counter to 
received opinions, but they are always supported by a weight of ev.uen
e and 
n classic polish of style that place him high in the rank of modern historians. 
The work ha,; received the most favorable notices from the leading English 
journals, and bas already passed through four editions in England. The vast 
amount of fresh and authentic materials which the author has brought to bear 
on the periods of which he writes, give his work an interest and value beyond 
Rny previons history of the same events. 
" 'Ve reaJ these volumes with the pleasure derived from interesting materials 
v;orked up in an attractive form."-Edinbu/'[JIL Review. 
" The style is excellent; sound, honest, forcible, singu]al'ly perspicuous Eng- 
lish; at times with a sort of picturesque simplicity, pictures dashed off with 
only a few touches, but perfectly alive. .. ,,' e have never to read a pas- 
sage twice. . We see the conrse of events day by day, not only the 
more serious and important communications, but the gossip of the honr. 
". . . If truth and vivid reality be the perfection of history, mnch is to be 
said in favor of this mode of comp
ition."-London Qua1'terly. 



atttt, as 
ùil
5Dp
tr, 
atriot anh 

tt. 


With an analysis of thc Divina Com:;nedia, its Plot and Episodes. By Pro- 
fessor BOTTA. 1 TOI., crown 8\"0. $2.50. 
The New York Evenin[J Post says :-" "TO have seen a portion of tbis work, 
:md reO'ard it as decidedly tbe best account of the poet that has appeared in the 
English language. It is c
refu], le
rned, discrimi
ating aJ1ù eloquent, written 
in terse and eloquent EnO'hsh that IS remarkable III the pen of an author not 
native to our soil. Tha a
alysis of tIle poem is full and philosophical, ali,.e with 
Italian enthusiasm, yet calm and truly catholic in its humanity and trust. It 
will do more than anything within reach to answer the question that so ma?)" 
are now asking: "Who is tbis Dante, who
e name is now so much on the bps 
of se holars, but who is as much in the dark tl) most of us as the dark ages JD 
....l1Ïch he lived V" 
Copies sent by mail, p08t paid
 on receipt of price. 



FORSYTII'S ., CICERO." 
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BY WILLIAM FORSYTH, M. A., Q. C. 
With Twenty Illustrations. 2 vols. crown octavo. Printed on tinted and hâd 
paper. Pricc, $3.00. 


-- 


The ohjcct of tbis work is to exhibit Cicero not merely as a Statosm:m Ulld 
an Orator, but as he was at home in the relations of pri"ate life, as a Husband, 
a FatlJCr, a Brother, and :J. Friend. His letter'i are fun of interesting details, 
nhich enable ns to form a "Ï\.id idea of how the old Romans livcd 2,000 years 
ago; and the Biography embraces 110t only a History of Events, as momentons 
R'! any in the annals of tbe worM, bnt a large amount of Anecdote and Gossip, 
which amused the generation that witnessed the downfall of the Republic. 
The London .Atkenæum says: "Mr. ForsJth has rightly aimed to set IJefore 
us a portrait of Cicero in the modern style of biography, careful1y gleaning 
from his extensive correspondence all those little traits of charactcr aud habit 
which marked Ilis IJli"ate and domestie life. These yolumes fonn a very 
acceptable additio::J. to the classic librarJ'. The stJ"le is that of a scho!ar and a 
m:m of taste." 


From the SatUl.da!l Rcview :-" :Mr. Forsyth has discreetly told his story, 
evenly nnd pleasantly supplied it with apt illustrations from modern law, 
eloqucnce, and history, and IJrought Cicero as near to the present time as the 
differences of ago and manners warrant. * III 'If These volumes "e heartily 
l"l'commend as both:J. useful and agreeable guiùe to the writings and character 
of Ol1e who was next in intellectual aud political rank to the foremost man of aU 
the world, at a period whcn there were man.r to dispute with him the triple 
crown of forensic, philosophic, and political composition." 
" A scholar "ithout pcdantry, and a Christian without cant, 1I1r. }'orsyth 
.-e
ms to have seized with praiseworthy tact the precise attitude which it bcho"es 
a biographer to take when narrating the life, the per.oonallifc, of Cicero. 
Ir. 
Forsyth produces "hat we venture to say will become one of tlte classics oj 
E.lglisr 
io!lrapkicalliterature, und will bc welcomed by readers of nll nges and 
Loth sexes, of all prof!: 'sions anù of no profc::,,,ion at alI."-London Quarterl!!. 
"This book is n. '\"aluab1e contribution to our Standard Literature. It is a 
work which wiil aid our progress towards the truth; it lifts a corner of tho veil 
\\ hich has hung oyer tho scenes nnd actors of times 80 full of fL'f1l1cnt, and 
allows ns to catch a glimpse of the stage upon which the great \lrama waj 
p1ayeù."-Núrtl& American Rælew. 
Copies SCllt lJy mail, post paid, on receipt ofprice. 



LORD DERBY'S U HOMER." 


-- 
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RE.,"DERED UTO E
GLISß BL!XK VERSE BY EDWARD, E1RL OF DERBY. 
From the fifth London Edition. 
Two volumes, royal octavo, on tinted paper. Price $7.GO pel' vúl. 


:Extracts from Notices and Revisws frcm the English Qua.rterlies, &c. 
.. The merits of Lord Derby's translation may be summed np in one word: "it I! 
,'minently attractive i it is instinct with life; it may be read with fervent interest; it is im- 
measurably nearer tilan Popc tothe text of the original. * * * \Vethink tilat Lord Derby's 
translation will not only be read, but read over and over again. * * * Lord Derby has given 
to England a version f,Lr more clo;;dy allied" to the original, amI superior to any that þas 
yet been attemptcd in the blank versc of our language."-Etlillburg" Review, JanuarY' 
1:>0:;. 
. .. .\s often as we rcturn from cven the best of them (other translations) to the translation 
beforc us, we fiml (IUrsclves in a purer atmosphere of taste, We find more spirit, more 
tact in avoiding eit1Jer trivial or conceited pilrases, and altogether a presence ofmerit9, and 
an absence of defects which continues, as WE' read, to lengthen morc and more the distance 
betwc('n Lonl Derby and the forcmost of his competitors."-London Quarterly ReviltlJ, 
January, lSG5. 
.. While tilc versification of Lord Derby is such as Pope himself wou1l1 have admircd, 
his Iliad is in all other essentials supcrior to that of his great riml. For the rest, if Pope is 
']ethronNl what remains? * * * It is tho Iliad wc woull] pJace in the hand:! of English 

eaders as the truest counterpart of the original, the nearest e"isting approach to a repro- 
dnction of that original's matchlcss feature."-Satl/l'day Re'Ciew, " 
.. Among thosc curiosIties of literaturc which are also its treasures, Lord Derby's trans- 
I:\tionof Homer must occup:,' a very conspicuous place. * * * Lord Derby's work is, on tile 
whole, more remarkable fur thc constancy of its excellellce and the high lC\"el which It 
maintains throughout, than fot' its f'peci:ll bursts of eloquence. It is u,/Jiformly worthy of 
Itself and its autilor."-7J.e J.'tader. 
"Whatever may be the ultimate fate of this poem-w]lether it take suffident hold of 
the public mind to satisfy that demand for a translation of Homer which we havc alludcd 
to, and thus become a pE'rmanent classic of the language, or whether it give place to the still 
more perfect prod'Jction of some yet unknown poet-it must equßlly be considere(l a 
splendil] pClformanee; and for the present we have no hesitation in saying that it is by 
far the best rcpresentation of Homer's Iliad In the EngUsh language." 


AJ\'.IERICAN NOTICES. 


Tne PuUi81lers' Circular says :-At the advancell age of sixty-five, t}1C Earl of Derby, 
leader of the Tory party in England, has published a translation of Homer, ill blank 
verse, Nearly all the London critics unite In declaring, with TILe Time"
, "that it is by 
far the best representation of Homer's' Iliad' in the Englis1t language." His purpose 
was to produce a translation, and not a paraphrase-fairly and honestlv giving tile sen
e 
of evcry passage and of every line. Without doubt the greatest of all living British orators, 
IIlJ has now shown high poetic power as well as great scholarship. 
:From the New r01'k World :-"The reader of EngUsb, who seeks to know wh:>t 
Homer really '\"as, and in what f:lSillon he thought and felt and wrote, will owe to 
Lord Derby his first honest opportunity ur doinq so. The Earl's translation is devoid alike or 
pretension and of prettiness. It is anim
too in movement, simple and repr
scntath'e 
III phraseology, brcezy in atmosphere, if we may so speak, and peryadell by a rl'fineY'ILnt 
of tash which is as far removed from daintiness or effeminacy ns can well be ima;;incJ." 
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